


DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND THE 
JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1953 


TUESDAY, MARCH 25, 1952 


Unrrep STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F—82, the Capitol, Hon. Pat MeCarran (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. ‘ 

Present: Senators McCarran, Hill, Bridges, Saltonstall, Fergu- 
son, and MeCarthy. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
LoYALTY AND Securtry ProGram 


STATEMENTS OF CARLISLE H. HUMELSINE, DEPUTY UNDER SECRE- 
TARY, DEPARTMENT OF STATE; SAM BOYKIN, DIRECTOR, OFFICE 
OF SECURITY AND CONSULAR AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE; DONALD NICHOLSON, CHIEF, DIVISION OF SECURITY, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE; CONRAD E. SNOW, CHAIRMAN, LOYALTY 
SECURITY BOARD, DEPARTMENT OF STATE; AND EDWARD B. 
WILBER, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


NEWSPAPER ARTICLE BY RUTH MONTGOMERY 


Senator McCarran. Gentlemen, the committee will come to order. 

I am interested in an article that appeared in the Times-Herald 
of Washington, of Sunday, March 23, 1952, under the byline of 
Ruth Montgomery. I will read a part of it to vou. 

On the base behind a cordon of Secret Service men who fly down with the 
Presidential entourage, Truman is safe from crities and crackpots alike. Dur- 
ing his pleasant sleep-and-swim routine, he can almost forget the four “Macs” 
of the Senate whom the State Department officials have privately dubbed 
“murders’ row.” These administrative critics—MeCarthy, McCarran, McClellan, 
and McWKellar—represent the kind of political red flag which makes Truman 
want to come out swinging and fighting in the 1952 campaign. 

When did we get the supernumerary of “murders’ row” in your 
Department ? 

Mr. Humersine. Senator, 1 have never heard that expression used 
in the Department of State, to my knowledge, in referring to the 
four Senators that you mentioned, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Well, I am going to tell you, Mr. Humelsine, 
that it does not set very well—I am not speaking for the other mem- 
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bers of the triumvirate or quadumvirate, but for the chairman of this 
committee—it does not set very well on the shoulders of the chairman 
to have the State Department putting out statements of that kind, 
or to give us the particular name that you call us. We do no deserve 
it. 

Of course, we know that Mr. Acheson’s law firm is the attorney 
for the Washington Post and we know that his firm is the attorney 
for CBS of which the Washington Post Broadcasting Station is a 
part, and we know the castigation that we get from the Washington 
Post. We thought at least we could avoid getting it from your 
Department. 

When these four Members of the Senate are called “Murderers’ row” 
by the State Department, that does not set very well. 

Mr. Humetsine. Senator, I would certainly like to investigate that 
and see if I can run that down. 

Senator McCarran. Do not leave it to your Loyalty Board, be- 
cause I do not think we will get very far then. 

Mr. Humetsine. Well, I have never, quite frankly and honestly——— 

Senator McCarran. I do not believe it comes from your lips. 

Mr. Humensryr. —heard any such statement. I have never made. 
any such statement and I have never heard any such statement ap- 
plied. 

Senator McCarran. I have heard plenty of statements about your 
employing Alsop to try to undermine the Internal Security Commit- 
tee. He made boasts about it and came over to tell us what he was 
going to do, and he did try to do something. He got all of these 
little things that finally amount to a big thing. 

Then we get this published in the Sunday issue of the paper here to 
go out tothe world. If we are “murderers’ row,” maybe we had better 
start earning our title. 

Mr. Humenstne. Well, Senator, that certainly does not reflect my 
opinion. I am going to do everything I can to get to the bottom of 
that particular story. 

Senator McCarran. All right. 

(The following statement was supplied :) 

The Department carefully investigated this matter and could find no indica- 


tion that the expression “murderers’ row” referred to by Senator McCarran 
was being used in the Departinent of State or had been used in the past. 


ATTENDANCE AT STATE DEPARTMENT SECRET BRIEFING BY WIFE OF SENATOR 
(See also p. 930.) 


Senator McCarruy. Mr. Chairman, in connection with what the 
Chair has said, I did not intend to bring this up at this time, but 
so the Chair will be aware of it. one of the Senators was telling us 
vesterday that his wife had attended—and you can have his name and 
T am sure he will give you this information also—one of the so-called 
secret briefings of the State Department. Just how that is worked, 
I do not know. In this particular case they wrote to the leaders of 
the Congregational Church. I think this will interest the Chair 
particularly. The State Department wrote to the leaders of the 
Congregational Church, and they invited them to attend a so-called 
secret briefing. 

At that briefing, which was attended by the wife of one of the 
Senators, the briefing consisted of a program exclusively devoted to 
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a vicious attack upon Senator McCarran’s Security Committee and to 
a lesser extent on MeCarthy’s exposure of certain individuals in the 
State Department. 


NEWSPAPER ARTICLE WRITTEN BY WILLARD EDWARDS 


Senator McCarran. Let me read an excerpt entitled, “State De- 

> . +1 ‘ . ~ 
partment Propaganda Dupes Citizen Group Leaders,” from the Sun- 
day, March 23, 1952, issue of the Washington Times-Herald, written 


by Willard Edwards. 


What happens at the secret “briefings” of State Departinent policy for men 
and women representatives of national organizations? 

At regular periods during the last 6 years, thousands of community leaders 
have been brought to the Capital to attend these hush-hush sessions from which 
the press and public are barred. 

The gratified recipients of “off the record” and “background” statements have, 
in reality, and investigation disclosed, been subjected to heavy doses of adminis- 
tration propaganda. 

They have been taught that the Marshall plan for spreading billions of dollars 
around the world was flawless and has “stopped” communism. They have been 
told that the Korean war was essential and its prolongment necessary; that 
some form of world government is inevitable; that the radio Voice of America 
has been a mighty propaganda instrument; that charges of communism in the 
State Department are false political smears. 

Those men and wome., most of them well-intentioned, loyal Americans, com- 
mand prestige in the cities and villages to which they return. They have a 
great listening public in the thousands of clubs and associations where they 
distribute the opinions, in verbal and written form, provided them in Wash- 
ington. They have been unwitting and unpaid propangadists for State Secretary 
Acheson. 

As President Truman’s new $8 billion foreign spending program and the 
State Department’s latest appropriation bill come before Congress, legislators 
are again waivering before an onslaught of pro-administration propaganda from 
clubs and organizations. The effect is given of a mighty national protest in 
favor of the Truman-Acheson proposals. 

Although the State Department refused permission to a reporter to attend 
its most recent “briefing,’’ stenographiec notes of this and numerous other ses- 
sions have been obtained. These were provided by participants who have even- 
tually become convinced that the meetings were skillfully conducted indoctrina- 
tion courses. 

There are no sensational revelations in these accounts of the “off the record” 
conferences. No secret information, diplomatic, military, domestic, or inter- 
national is offered the organization leaders. There is nothing more confidential 
than might be heard in congressional debates or in public forums throughout the 
land. 

The “secret” label has been applied, it is evident, to conceal the fact that the 
administration’s: side of public questions is the only one heard. If any par- 
ticipant dares to question a phase of the Truman-Acheson foreign policy, he 
is rigorously shut off; given cold treatment during the remainder of the session. 
and never gets invited again. 

These transcripts reveal the State Department as far more deft in propagandiz- 
ing club leaders than in convincing the peoples of other lands that their interest 
lie with the United States and against the Soviet Union. 

Flattery is the keystone of the closed-door propaganda sessions. Participants 
are told that they are leaders of public opinion whose aid is being solicited in 
shaping Government policy. 

Prominent in the thonght-control project before his recent resignation was 
Assistant Secretary of State Edward W. Barrett— 


whose word I wouldn’t take if he sat on a stack of bibles as high as this 
Capitol, to be very frank with you— 


who for 2 years master-minded the State Department’s defense against charges 
that it had been infiltrated by Communists. 
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“We sincerely appreciate your participation at these conferences because we 
probably get more out of them than you do,” Barrett opened up a “secret” session, 
“We know they are of help to the Department.” 

Barrett set a jovially intimate note in his talk. He referred to his conduct of 
the State Department's Voice of America, overseas radio propaganda branch, 
which has been under constant attack in Congress. 

“This job has been a whale of a lot of fun,” he confided. 

Then he descended to the business of selling the “Voice” to his audience, 
More than 1,500 “darned good individuals” had been hired, he declared, to 
spread the American doctrine through the world. They had been wholly suc- 
cessful. Nobody believed Russians any more. 

“The Soviet Union hasn’t even been able to convince the world that Americans 
were the aggressors in Korea,” Barrett said proudly. 

There was much more of the same. Pamphlets and mimeographed statements 
were supplied. Score of organization leaders left that particular session to 
lead their members in a successful campaign against any reductions in the pending 
appropriation for the Voice of America. 


” 


That is a very interesting article. 

Please give the committee your justification for the amounts you 
are request ing. Who is appearing before the committee this morning, 
Mr. Humelsine ? 

Mr. Humetsine. I am, sir, and I have with me General Snow, the 
head of the Loyalty Security Board. 

I would like first to make a comment, if I may, on Senator Me- 
Carthy’s statement a few seconds ago. 

Senator McCarran. I could not hear Senator McCarthy’s state- 
ment up here. I will have it read back to me, if you wish it. 


FURTHER DISCUSSION ON ATTENDANCE AT SECRET BRIEFING 


Senator McCarrny. So that the chairman will hear it, in line with 
what the Chair originally read from the Times-Herald, I was inform- 
ing the Chair that ‘yesterday one of the Senators informed us that his 
wife had attended one of these secret. briefings in the State Depart- 
ment. This was a case in which they had invited church leaders to 
come in for one of these secret sessions. 

His wife reported back to him, and he reported to us, that one of the 
principal speakers spent his time almost exclusively in an attack upon 
Senator McCarran and his handling of the investigation into sub- 
versives, and upon an attack upon Senator McCarthy. For your 
benefit, this was during the last few days, and it was a meeting to 
which were invited members of the Congregation: al Church, 

I am very curious to know why the State Department feels that that 
is a top secret—to hire someone to come in and attack the chairman 
of one of our most important committees. I think we should have the 
transcript of what was said at that meeting so that we will know what 
was so top secret about it. 

Mr. Humetstne. Senator, I would certainly agree that you should 
have a transcript if there was any made, 

Senator McCarrny. Will you furnish the transcript ? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. 

(See p. 931.) 

Mr. Humetsine. If I knew that there was a member of the State 
Department who made an attack upon Senator McCarran or the 
Internal Security Committee—— 

Senator McCartuy. No; it was not a State Department individual. 
They invite people to do this. 

Senator \ Mc *CarrAN. They are invited from where? 
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POSSIBLE ATTACK UPON COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN 


Senator McCarruy. This is one of the meetings that you referred to, 
Senator. In this case they first invited church leaders to come in and 
get top secret information. They allowed no reporters there, because 
it was supposed to be secret. One of the Senators’ wives went to the 
meeting. ‘The individual who was invited by the State Department to 
brief these people—and I may be wrong on the individual—was the 
editor of New Republic. He spent his time there in one-of these secret 
sessions in the State Department, at the State Department’s invita- 
tion, making an attack upon Pat McCarran. 

Now, I think we should have the transcript of that. We should 
find out why the State Department is promoting that type of activity. 

I am sure you know about it, Mr. Humelsine. 

Mr. Humetstne. No, sir. This is the first time I have ever heard of 
that particular situation. I do not know the facts. 

Senator McCarruy. With the Chair’s permission, may I ask Mr. 
Humelsine—— 

Mr. Humetstne. I will investigate that matter thoroughly because 
it interests me as much as it does 7 you. Now, as far as inviting an in- 
dividual in to propagandize any group, I do not know that the State 
Department has ever done that. 

There are people invited in to participate in these conferences. 
Now, what you probably refer to, although T do not know the facts in 
the case, is that perhaps someone was invited in to participate in one 
of these conferences and made an attack against the Senator. I do 
not know that. I will certainly ascertain that. 

But there is no one invited into the Department of State—and if I 
find that anyone was invited into the Department of State to attack 
Senator McCarran or Senator McCarthy I will see that proper action 
is taken. 

Senator McCarriry. What action ? 

Mr. Humetstne. I said proper action. 

Senator McCarriry. What action / 

Mr. Humensine. I would take action based on the circumstances 
after an investigation and not based on allegations, until I know 
whether they are correct or not. 

Senator McCarrny. If you find this is true, if you find that the 
State Department invited a man in to make an attack upon Senator 
McCarran and upon his handling of this committee, knowing that you 
had individuals, church leaders from all parts of the country, in at 
that meeting, this secret meeting—if you find that that is true, what 
action will you take? Will you contact all of these leaders and tell 
them that it is completely untrue? What action will you take ? 

Mr. Hume sine. If I find that State Department invited in a per- 
son for the purpose of attacking Senator McCarran and his Interne 
Security Committee, well, I think the action I would take would be 
clear. The person that was responsible for such an action I would 
get rid of. 

Now, that is based exactly on what you put up. Now, if someone 
happens to come into the State Department by invitation to attend a 
meeting with a group and that individual gets up and sounds off 
against a Member of Congress, well, we « ‘annot control that. I would 
deplore that, if that is the sort of thing that took place. 
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Senator McCarrny. You mean unless you gave him specific instruc- 
tion to attack Senator McCarran, unless you invited him in and said, 
“We are inviting you for the purpose of attacking Senator McCar- 
ran,” you would not take any action? 

Mr. Humenstne. I would think, Senator, that it would depend upon 
the circumstances. 

We are talking, as far as I am concerned, about a theoretical case. 
Now, I will look into it. I am going to have to be appearing before 
this committee for a long period of time. I will take the allegations 
that you make, I will go back to the Department, and I will inves- 
tigate that matter most thoroughly. I will come back before this 
committee and report on it in detail. 

Senator McCarruy. Will you bring a transcript of the speeches 
ut that meeting ? 

Mr. Humetsrne. I will find out whether there is a transcript and, 
if so, whether I am allowed to bring it here. Offhand I would guess 
that I would be allowed to. 

Senator McCarruy. Yes. 

(See p. 931.) 

Mr. Humensine. Now, I don’t know any more fair or basic approach 
to this than that. 

STATEMENT BY CHAIRMAN 

Senator McCarran. I want to say to this committee that my dealing 
with Mr. Humelsine has led me to believe that he is on the level, that 
he has been on the “up-and-up,” to use the common vernacular of the 
street, and he has been frank with this committee and has been honest 
with it. I have never found him otherwise. 

He is not the whole Department of State by any means. There are 
other agencies that could do things which he would not know about. 
But he is the only one to whom we as a committee can bring matters 
when we hear about them. 

Now, if the State Department is doing this, as is related by these 
columns and as is related by the Senator from Wisconsin, the State 
Department must, of necessity, bear the blame for any expression that 
is made under State Department oe The State Department 
may not know what is going to be said by an individual who 1s invited 
in there. But when they invite him in, they have to say either that 
they are not responsible for that expression or else they have to take 
the responsibility, because the public will believe that it comes from 
the State Department. 

Mr. Humetstne. I would certainly agree with that statement of the 
chairman. 

BRIEFING MEETINGS 


Senator McCarrny. May I ask Mr. Humelsine a few questions? 

Mr. Humelsine, these meetings are not open to the general public. 
The individuals there are led to believe that they are getting material 
which is of at least a semisecret nature. In view of that, has your 
Security Division ever made a check to find out what type of secret 
information is given these groups? 

Mr. Humetsine. Well, Senator, I think this word “secret” is being 
overused here. Now, I can get you a complete report on the way these 
meetings are held. I am not intimately familiar with the workings of 
this briefing process. I do know, however, that they are probably 
background sessions. 
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Now, there is a lot of difference between a background session and 
a secret session, We would have no right whasoever to hold meetings 
at which we were to give out to the pu ublic secret information. If we 
were holding that sort of meeting, well, every employee that talked 
there would ‘be a security risk and we would have to get rid of them. 
Now there is a lot of difference between that and a bac kground meet- 
ing. As IT understand, what has occurred in the past at these meetings 
is that they have a meeting, they want to have a frank exchange on a 
background basis with these people. They have that. 
Now, if the press comes there in the sense of covering the meeting— 
1 believe the press is allowed to attend. If I am not mistaken, the 
press can attend, but it cannot report the particular conference al- 
thongh I think they can talk about it on a background basis. I will 
check that. If the press is there in the sense of reporting on the meet- 
ing in the way that they report on a speech, well, then, it follows 
the officers that are doing the briefing are going to be aw fully careful 
of what they say. You have to be as a public official if you have a 
reporter there right on every word. In that sense, well, it gives an 
opportunity for a frank discussion, as I under stand it, of the issues. 
Now, what I will do is look into this. That is my impression of the 
way these briefings are run. I am not absolutely certain of that. 


QUESTION OF GIVING INFORMATION TO SELECT GROUP 


Senator McCarriy. Let me ask you another question. Do you 
know of any ground upon which you are justified in giving a select 
group information which is not available to the public? 

Mr. Humensine. Well, let me say, Senator—— 

Senator McCarriy. Let me finish my question. Is there any sound 
reason for you to invite in a group of church leaders or club leaders 
and inform them ahead of time that they are going to get information 
not available to the public and then to give those selected groups infor- 
mation which is not given to anyone ‘else? Is there any reason for 
that ? 

Mr. Humensine. All of the information that would be given at those 
meetings, I would think, would be available to the public. 

Senator McCarran. Let me say that at page 170 of the tally sheets 
of our hearings there appears the following. This is addressed to Mr. 
Sargeant: 


Senator McCarran, I have been advised that the Office of Public Affairs holds 
numerous so-called briefings and invites groups here to Washington from all over 
the country. Will you explain to the committee who pays the bills of these 
briefings? Does State Department pay the traveling expenses of these people 
who come here? 

Mr. SarGEANT. No, sir. I should say, first of all, that these meetings are held 
at the request of the private organizations who are briefed. Secondly, they are 
held normally here in Washington, and the individuals or their organizations 
pay all the expenses involved in the travel or participation of these people in the 
conferences. The State Department assumes no obligations for the costs of these 
conferences other than contributing the time of officers of the Department 
and other agencies of the Government in taking part in the actual program of 
briefing and discussion. 


Senator Frerevson. Well, Mr. Chairman, does Mr. Sargeant say 
that these people request the right to come down here and hear these 
sessions ¢ 


95515—52 
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Senator McCarran. Mr. Sargeant says: 

| should say first of all that these meetings are held at the request of the 
private organizations who are briefed. 

Senator Frereuson. I do not understand that that is the way it is 
done at all. 

Mr. Humensine. I think the best thing to do, Senator, is to ascer- 
tain what the facts are in the case. 

Senator Ferguson, Do you not organize the groups and do you not 
get in touch with them? 

Mr. Humetsine. You are using that “you” in a broad sense? 

Senator Frreuson. I am talking about you as the State Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. Humersine. I don’t know. I will just have to investigate. I 
was under the same impression that you were, that some of them re- 
quest to come in and some of them we invite in. 

Senator Frereuson. Well, you make up the program. 

Mr. Humensint. That was my impression. 

Senator Fereuson. It is set for certain days. They come down and 
are invited to come. 

'. Houmeinsine. I think it is both. My understanding is that it is 
both. 

enator Frravuson. Well, | suppose that when certain groups hear 
that others are going down, they get a little anxious and want their 
organization to go down also. ‘But as I understand it, it is an or- 
ganized seminar. Is that what you would call it? 

Mr. Humensine. I would think that that would be correct from my 
understanding of it, but I could be completely wrong. 

Senator Frereuson. What I would like to know is whether they 
keep minutes of all of these meetings or seminars ¢ 

Mr. Hume stne. I think so. 

Senator Fereuscn. Why could not the committee get a copy of one 
of the meetings ? 

Mr. Humetsine. Offhand, I can see no reason why the committee 
could not. 

Senator Ferguson. Mr. Chairman, I ask that we get a copy of, say, 
the last seminar that was held down here. 

Mr. Humetsine. I think the most important one to get for the 
committee is the one that Senator McCarthy referred to. 

Senator McCarruy. That is right. 

Senator McCarran. I wish you would go into that for us, Mr. 
Humelsine, and get us what information you can. 

Senator Frreuson. It is stated here that 23 background meetings 
were held. If we could have the minutes of one of those, we would 
like to have it. 

Then it is said that 36 special meetings were held. If we could 
have the minutes of one of those, then we would know what was 
going on. 

Mr. Humetsine. Sure. Certainly, if we have briefings for private 
individuals and private groups that come in to the St ate Department, 
we could not say that we could not make that information available 
to the committee. 

Senator SarronstaLy. I say this with a half smile, only a half 
smile. I would like to see the one on the Democratic National Com- 
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mittee Women’s Division. 1 do not see that they called in the Repub- 
licans at all. 

Mr. Humetstne. I think we should keep this bipartisan. 

Senator Frerauson. It would be very interesting to know why that 
was done that way. 

Senator Savronsratt. I would like to see the record of that 
meeting. 

Mr. Bontcente I can check that for you, Senator. 

Senator Hinn. Mr. Chairman, might I call attention to the fact 
that among others called was Women’s National Republican Clubs 
of New York. 

Senator Fercuson. Well, that is different—of New York. 

Senator SavronsraLL. I withdraw my comment, Mr. Chairman. 
The Senator from Alabama is a more careful reader than 1 was. 

Senator Frrcuson, Well, it is only of New York. 


ESTIMATED COST OF MEETINGS 


(See p. 936) 


Senator McCartiy. Mr. Chairman, I think we should also get 
an estimate of the over-all cost to the State Department of arranging 
these various meetings, getting their speakers. I note that there are 
three and a half pages covering the various meetings held in 1 year, 
I believe. 

Mr. Humensine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. The cost must have been rather tremendous. 

Mr. Humersine. I do not think the cost was very tremendous, 
but there was cost. 

Senator McCarruy. 1 understood it did not cost the State Depart- 
ment anything. 

Mr. Humersine. There is the cost of the services and of the time 
that the officers devote to speaking. 

Senator Ferauson. [ note that there were about 87 employees last 
year in this Department, Mr. Chairman; and they insist that they 
are all required because of these meetings. Now, [ do not under- 
stand that. 

Mr. Humensinr. Not all-of them are required for this. It does cost 
the Department, Senator, something to run these meetings. We pay 
none of the expenses of the individuals who attend, but necessarily. 
in arranging such a series of meetings, there would be an expense. 
Someone would have to arrange for the speakers and arrange for 
the program and get in touch with the groups. That would naturally 
cost money. 


PERSONNEL ENGAGED IN ARRANGING MEETINGS 


Senator McCarruy. Mr. Chairman, in connection with Mr. Hum- 
elsine’s statement that this costs practically nothing—— 

Mr. Humetsine. No; I didn’t say that, Senator. 

Senator McCarruy. In connection with the impression given the 
committee that this cost but very little, I would like to call 
attention to page 50 of the justifications of the Division of Public 
Liaison, or rather page 172—I beg your pardon—which shows appar- 
ently that the State Department has 59 people engaged in arranging 
these meetings, contacting the individuals, and getting the speakers. 
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Would you say that is correct, Mr. Humelsine, or do I misunder- 
stand this justification ? 

Senator Ferevson. How many do they have this year and how 
many did they have last year? 

Senator McCarruy. There were 59 last year. 

Mr. Humetsrine. There are other responsibilities included there, 
Senator, besides that. Now, I believe that if the statement that the 
chairman read was gone back over, you would find that Mr. Sargeant 
made that statement, not myself. I think you will find that statement 
did not say that it did not cost anything to run these. I believe it refers 
to the fact that we do not pay any expenses of the individuals 
attending. 

Senator McCarran. In order to get the answer to that, I might read 
that again. 

Senator McCarran. I have been advised that the Office of Pubjic Affairs holds 
numerous so-called briefings and invites groups here to Washington from all 
over the country. Will you explain to the committee who pays the bills of these 
briefings. Does the State Department pay the traveling expenses of these people 
who come here? 

Mr. SARGEANT. No, sir. I should say, first of all, that these meetings are held 
at the request of the private organizations who are briefed. Secondly, they 
are he’d normally here in Washington and the individuals or their organizations 
pay all of the expenses involved in the travel or participation of these people 
in the conferences. The State Department assumes no obligations for the cost 
of these conferences other than contributing the time of officers of the Depart- 
ment and other agencies of the Government in taking part in the actual program 
of briefing and discussion. 

Mr. Humetsine. That statement is correct; but I do not think it 
implies that there is not a cost to this thing on the part of the 
Department. 

Senator Fercuson. Could we also have a copy of the invitations to 
these people? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. I think we should also, Mr. Chairman, get 
some estimate of the number of man-hours spent on this so that we 
know what the cost is. 

Mr. Humetstne. We will give you a complete breakdown of exactly 
how this thing runs and all of the details concerned with it, Senator. 

(The information requested appears on pp. 931 to 939.) 


PROCEDURE OF LOYALTY PROGRAM 


Senator McCarran. Now, the first subject I would have you discuss 
is the conduct of the loyalty program which is financed under this 
appropriation. May we go into that now, please ? 

Mr. Humetsrne. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, if it meets with your 
approval, I would like to take a brief period of time to go over three 
charts which I have here. 

Senator McCarran. I would like to have you do that. 

Mr. Humenstne. If I could cover those and explain the procedure 
without questioning, I would appreciate it, with the exception of ques- 
tions to clear up points in the procedure. After that General Snow 
is available here, and I am available to answer any questions that you 
gentlemen care to ask. 

Senator McCarran. Very well. 
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SCREENING OF JOB APPLICANTS 


Mr. Humetstne. There is a lot of misunderstanding about the dif- 
ference between the loyalty program and the security program, and I 
think these charts will explain the difference. 

Now, this particular chart here shows the way we screen eee 
This has been in effect since Executive Order 9835, of March 21, 1947. 
What happens is this: 

If an individual applies for a job in the Department of State, he is 
an applicant for a job m the Department of State or the Foreign Serv- 
ice. What we do is have our personnel office take the fingerpr ints and 
get a biographic sketch of the particular individual. We take that 
information and we forward it to the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
for what is called a name check, to see if they have any adverse in- 
formation on the particular applicant. 

If the individual gets by that particular stage and there is no 
adverse information on him, then we run a full field investigation. 

Senator Bripces. Suppose there is some adverse information ¢ 

Mr. Hometstine. If there is adverse information on the individual, 
we start to check on that individual at that point. If the adverse 
information is such that he is obviously an unsatisfactory person, we 
drop him right at that point. We do not consider him any Josten: 

Senator Brivers. Who determines that? 


EVALUATION SECTION 


Mr. Humetsine. It is determined by the [valuation Section of the 
Security Division. 

Senator Brinces. What people make up the Evaluation Section / 

Mr. Humetstne. The Evaluation Section operates under the Chief 
of our Security Division, Mr. Nicholson. 

Senator Frrauson. How many men are there? Who does it? 

Mr. Nicnorson. We have in the Evaluation Section roughly 17 men 
who are trained and who have had a great deal of experience in 
security and intelligence work and who are professional evaluators. 
They keep abreast of Communist movements, and so on. 

Senator Briers. Is their advice always followed ? 

Mr. Nicuoison. Yes. 

Senator Briners. Is there ever an exception? Be careful. 

Mr. Nicwotson,. All right, sir. 

Senator Brivers. I would like to have the names of the 17, their pre- 
vious experience, and their whole qualifications. 

Information has come to this committee that their advice has not 
always been followed. Now, I want you to be careful in what you say, 
if you make the blanket statement that whenever you put the black- 
ball on these people not one of them has ever gotten by. The respon- 
sibility rests with you, but if you are overriden, why, now is the 
time to say so. 

Senator Frrcuson. Does everybody pass through the evaluation 
center ¢ 

Mr. Humetsine. Everybody passes through that. 

Senator Frreuson. And there are no exceptions? 

Mr. Nicworson. No. 
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Senator Frrcuson. I want to know about some of these so-called 
contracts. 

Mr. Humetsine. I am going into that in a few moments. 

Senator Frreuson. He said there were no exe eptions. 

Mr. Humetstne. There are no exceptions, so far as what we regard 
as an employee in the anion sense of the word. 

Senator Frreuson, a ‘know, but there are certain things called em- 
ployees and then there are contracts. Will you explain that / 

Mr. Humetsine. I will explain the difference, if I may go ahead. 
Also, Senator, I would like to limit Mr. Nicholson’s remarks to his 
tour of duty. 

Senator Ferauson. When did that start ? 

Mr. Humetsine. It started in 1947. 

Mr. Nicnoison. June 1948. 

Mr. Humetsine. June 1948—I am sorry. I would like to limit 
his remarks to the time since which he has been Chief of the Division. 

Senator Brincers. But since that time, so that there is no misunder- 
standing, anybody that has gotten by that since that time you have 
given > green light to? 

Mr. Nicuorson. We have never been overruled on an adverse de- 
termination from a secur ity standpoint at this level. 

Senator Brinces. All right. 

Senator McCarruy. May I interrupt. Do I understand you to 
say that a biographic sketch is submitted by the applicant ? 

Mr. Hume ste. Yes. 


FULL FIELD INVESTIGATION 


Senator McCarrny. You made a statement, and I was wondering 
whether you would want to correct it. You said that when you make 
this first name check if nothing adverse appears then there is a full 
field investigation. 

Mr. Hume.stne. That is right. 

Senator McCarruy. In other words, you mean that you make a full 
field investigation of every individual that comes in? 

Mr. Humenstne. Sure. That is what I give you right here on the 
chart. 

Senator McCarruy. When did you start doing that ? 

Mr. Humersine. In 1947 at the time of the issuance of the Execu- 
tive order. 

Now, that full field investigation is either one of two types. Under 
certain programs, the infor mation program, the point 4 program, that 
investigation by law has to be conducted by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. If it is not under those particular programs, then it 
is conducted by our own Security Division. 

The type of investigation is similar. It starts from the time the 
erson is born and goes right up through his present state in life. 
Hike are the typical types of sources which we go to find out about him. 


CHECK MADE BY FBI 


Senator McCartrnuy. May I interrupt there. You say that under 
the point 4 program, under the law, the FBI must make the check? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir; and also the information program people 
must be investigated by the FBI. 























STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 373 


Senator McCarruy. All right. After the FBI makes those checks, 
does the material then go to the Evaluation Section ¢ 

Mr. Hume sine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Let us take a typical case. 

Mr. Humetsine. The FBI does not evaluate. They investigate; 
they do not evaluate. 

Senator McCarry. Let us take a typical case, if we may, and fol- 
low itthrough. I think it is better to do that. 


CASE OF HALDORE ILANSON 


Let us take the case of a man called Haldore Hanson, as to which 
you have sworn testimony that he is a member of the Communist 
Party. 

Mr. Humetsine. Senator McCarthy, if I may—— 

Senator McCarriy. Let me finish. I want to find out what you 
do with this, 

Let’s take the case of Haldore Hanson, who is high in the technical 
staff of the point 4 program. There you have the sworn testimony of 
Louis Budenz that he was a member of the Communist Party, and 
then you have his own statement that he was arrested in China with 
the young Communists—may I have your attention / 

Mr. Humetsine. I am listening to you, Senator. 

Senator McCarruy. Then take his own statement that he was 
arrested in China with a group of young Communists. If you add 
to that his book—and I understand this is all covered in the FBI 
investigation of him—his book in which he praises very lavishly the 
Communists and derides anti-Communists in China, and you take 
his own statement which you had before you, that is, Hanson’s own 
statement that the Chinese Communists helped him smuggle his ma- 
terial through the anti-Communist lines to get it back into this coun- 
try. Ina case like that, can you tell us under what theory your evalu- 
ation group would clear him!’ He is still over there today. 

Mr. Humensine. Senator, if 1 may—— 

Senator Hutt. Excuse me one moment. Where is this man Hanson 
now ¢ 

Senator McCarruy. He is in the point 4 program. He was head 
of—and when 1 say “head” I use that. phrase, I am afraid, too 
loosely—he was apparently the head of the Technical Planning Divi- 
sion of point 4. 

Mr. Humetsine. Senator, | would like to come back to that, if 
I may. He would not fall under this because that chart here deals 
with applicants. He was already an employee of the Department of, 
State in 1947. I will get to that later, if I may. I would like now 
to complete this chart and I will come back to that. 

Senator McCarruy. In other words, you say that when they are 
shifted from some branch of the State Department to point 4—— 

Mr. Humenstne. Point 4 isa part of the State Department, Senator. 

Senator McCarriy. I know it is a part of it, but it is a particular 
function. You have told us that any employee who goes into point, 4 
must be investigated by the FBI. 

Mr. Humersine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarriuy. And you say that other State Depnrtment 
employees 
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Mr. Humexstne. Mr. Hanson has been investigated by the FBI. 
Senator McCarrny. Let me finish. I hate to take up your time, 
Mr. Chairman, but I think this is extremely important. 


STEPS IN HIRING PROCEDURE 


Senator McCarran. I tell you, Senator, when Mr. Humelsine 
started to explain this chart, he asked that he be permitted to go 
through it without being questioned so that we might get the plan. 
Then I think he will subject himself to questioning so that we will 
get the details. Now, I just suggest that we pursue that course, that 
Mr. Humelsine be permitted to go through that and explain to us 
what each step means. 

Mr. Humetstine. But if there is a technical question, Mr. Chairman, 
I think we ought to clear it up as we go along. 

Senator McCarran. Yes; that is what I thought. 

Mr. Humetstne. This investigation includes such things as the files 
of other Government agencies. We go over and examine their files. 

Senator Frrevson. You mean the personnel files?’ Pardon me for 
getting into this. 

Mr. Humersiyr. Yes, sir. I refer to their personnel and security 
files. For instance, we will go over to the—— 

Senator Frrauson. But the personnel are not the same as the secu- 
rity files. 

Mr. Humerstne. Well, we have to be pretty careful because we are 
talking about personnel files and security files. 

Senator Frravson. Is there a difference ? 

Mr. Humersine. Sure; there is a definite difference. 

Senator Frreuson. Well, we ought to know about that. 

Mr. Humerstnr. I will explain the difference. 

The information with regard to applicants is secured from educa- 
tional institutions which the applicants attended, neighborhood con- 
tacts. other associations and contacts, military records, police and 
credit records. and also the Committees on Un-American Activities 
on the Hill. We come up and check in the files of those committees. 
We have excellent cooperation from both of them, those of the Senate 
and the House. 

Then at that point, after we have this full field investigation which 
may be either ours or may be the one conducted by the FBI, the 
evaluation is made by the Security Division of the Department of 
State as to whether that person is a satisfactory person to be hired by 
the Department. 

Senator Feravson. May I interrupt you again? 

Mr. Humersine. Surely. 

Senator Frreuson. You said that the investigation is yours, mean- 
ing the State Department ? 

Mr. Humerstne. Meaning the State Department’s Security Divi- 
sion. 

Senator Fercuson. Or the FBI? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes,orthe FBI. The only ones that are conducted 
by the FBI—and they are going out of that business now, I under- 
stand, and the Civil Service Commission is taking it over—are those 
where we are required by law to have the FBI make the full field 
investigation, which includes all of the information program, Voice 
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of America, the USIE, and includes the point 4 program and several 
other small ones, I believe. 

But all applicants for regular work of the Department, anyone 
that is going to be hired in the regular work of the Department, For- 
eign Service officers or anyone like that, has an investigation made 
by our own Security arisen, 


PERSON NEICYN SECURITY DIVISION 


And our own Security Division, I might say in passing, includes 
many ex-F BI agents. 

Senator Frercuson. How many people are there in the Security 
Division now ? 

Mr. Boykin. Seventy-eight agents now and twenty field offices. 

Senator McCarran. How many field offices did you say ¢ 

Mr. Humerstne. There are 20 all over the country. The main one 
is in New York. We have a lot of work there with the information 
program and in other ways, such as with people coming in from over- 
seas to the United Nations, and that sort of thing. 

Senator McCarruy. May I ask one question? Do your agents 
evaluate—— 

Mr. Humetsine. They investigate, Senator. The agents just in- 
vestigate as the FBI agents investigate. Then a section of the Se- 
curity Division, a special section, does the evaluation. That special 
section consists of the 17 individuals that Mr. Nicholson referred to. 
But they are a part of the Security Division. 

Senator McCarruy. The reason I wanted to make that clear is that 
1 think you have some good investigators and some very bad evalu- 
ators. 

Mr. Humensine. Well, we do not agree with you, but at least we 
will discuss it. 

At that point, if the Security Division evaluation is adverse, the 
applicants are rejected and dropped then. If they are cleared by this 
evaluation process, they are appointed. 

After they are appointed, they are subjected to continuous reinves- 
tigation and review. 

Senator Frrevson. How long can they work before they are 
evaluated ¢ ; 

Mr. Humensine. They cannot work at all. They do not work. 
They are not appointed until this entire process takes place. We do 
not put them on until after that has been completed. 


DETERMINATION OF FITNESS OF EMPLOYEE 


The next chart has to do with the determination of the employee's 
fitness. ‘This demonstrates the way the State Department's loyalty 
and security procedures have operated since March 21, 1947, under 
Executive Order 9835. 

Now, this, of course has to do with people that are in the Depart- 
ment. The others were the applicants that I was talking about. The 
people that Iam talking about here will be people who are employees. 

Senator Sarronstauu. Up to this point there has been no distinction 
between loyalty and security ? 
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Mr. Humensine. That is right, Senator, up to this point there has 
been no distinction between loyalty and security, A lot of the people 
we turn down are turned down for loyalty reasons, what we suspect 
to be loyalty reasons. <A lot of them are turned down for security. 
Most of them, however, the great majority, are turned down on 
grounds of suitability. We do not think that they have the qualifica- 
tions to be employees of the Department. 


APPLICANTS SCREENED AND NUMBER REJECTED 


Senator Frrauson. Before you start that chart, how many appli- 
cants have you gone through and how many did you turn down? Can 
you get us those figures ¢ 

Mr. Humensine. Sure. I have some figures here, some figures of 
a general type on that. F 

‘We have had over 70,000 investigations since 1947. Of those 70,000 
investigations—there were 72,000 plus—6, 33 were turned down. Now, 
out of those 6,133 that were turned down, we turned down 408 for 
security reasons. The rest of the 6,133 were people that we thought 
were unsuitable—we did not think they were suited to become em- 
plovees of the Department. 

Senator Fereuson. Now, when you say security, that means loyalty / 

Mr. Humersrnr. Well, Senator, it is uwfully hard to decide as be- 
tween loyalty and security. We do not go into an exhaustive—— 

Senator Fercuson. But you do get to the point finally where it 
makes a lot of difference. 

Mr. Humetstnr. No. What I am talking about here is an appli- 
cant, you see; and we do not have a hearing on an applicant. If we 
come across a person whom we have reason to believe is a security 
risk in the broadest sense of the word, then we do not hire him. Now, 
we thought that 408 of these people fell within that category. 

Senator Frreuson. That is, either security or loyalty / 

Mr. Humensine. Either security or loyalty; yes, sir. 


SECURITY AND LOYALTY RISKS 


Senator Frreuson. How can there be security when there is dis- 
loyalty? Will you-please tell me. 

‘Mr. Humenstne. Well, a person that is a loyalty risk is also a se- 
curity risk. 

Senator McCarran. Certainly. 

Mr. Humensine. But a person can be a security risk without nee- 
essarily being a loyalty risk. The reverse of that would not be true. 

Senator Hinz. You mean by that that a person might be a drunkard, 
say, a habitual drunkard ? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, he might be a habitual drunkard who went 
into a bar and talked too much and allowed some of our very vital 
information to fall into the hands of our enemies. 

Senator McCarran. He would be termed a security risk, would he 
not ¢ 

Mr. Humensine. Yes, sir. Now, a person who takes a confidential 
document from the Department of State and sees to it that it gets into 
the hands of an alien power—if that sort of thing were to take place— 
that person would be a loyalty risk. 
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Senator McCarran. He would be both, would he not? 

Mr. Humetsine. And also a security risk; yes, sir. When I use 
the term loyalty risk, that includes security. 

Senator McCarran. That is what I wanted to know. How can 
there be a loyalty risk and not a security risk ? 

Mr. Humensine. There cannot be, Senator. 

Senator SALToNsTALL. Alger Hiss would be a loyalty risk involving 
a security risk. A drunkard might be a security risk without being 
a loyalty risk. 

Mr. Humetsine. That is right, sir. 


PERSONNEL FILE AND LOYALTY-SECURITY FILE 


Senator Sauvronsrauu. Is this the time to tell us the difference be- 
tween the personnel file and the security file, which I am very much 
interested in? If it is not, you can go ahead. 

Mr. Hume sine. I can tell you that at this time. The personnel 
file is the file that has to do with the employee’s progress in the De- 
partment : When he is promoted and the promotion scale; his efficiency 
reports; how well he performed his work; whether he is a good em- 
ployee in the sense of his effectiveness. It includes all of those things 
that have to do with the employee’s record and his future, from the 
standpoint of the work that he does in the Department. 

Now, the other file, which is the loyalty-security file, includes the 
investigation, any reinvestigations which we conduct, everything that 
has to do with his loyalty or security. That is maintained entirely 
separate from the personnel file. 

The Office of Personnel does not have anything to do with that. 
That is maintained completely in the Division of Security; that is, 
those particular files, 

Senator Savronsraty. Well, how can you rate a man up, we will 
say, if there is some doubt about his security ¢ 

Mr. Humetsine. If there is some doubt about his security, then he 
falls within the loyalty-security program. 

Senator SatronstaLL. Would not that show in his personnel file? 

Mr. Humetstnr. That would show in his personnel file at the time 
there was action taken against him. In other words, if he were sus- 
pended—— 

Senator Fercuson. But here you have a program going along. 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Fercuson. Pardon me. Did you want to go ahead? 

Senator SaLtonsTaLy. No, sir. 

Senator Frrcvson. You have a program going along, an investiga- 
tion of the man. 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator Frrevson. And you have not made a decision as yet ? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator Frravson. Now, you keep that file separate from his per- 
sonnel file ? 

Mr. Humersrne. Yes, sir, entirely. 

Senator Frreuson. And the personnel people may promote the man 
right before you decide that he was either a loyalty or a security risk ? 

Mr. Humetsine. No, no. Because the Security Division checks 
all our promotion lists before we promote anyone. 
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Senator Frreuson. Well, you do actually combine them at one 
roint ¢ 
; Mr. Humetsine. We do not combine them. If there is a promo- 
tional action, that comes over to the Security Division to be checked 
to see if the person is all right. But it is not combined; it is just a 
check. It is just a check in the same w ay that you make a check with 
the FBI as to the fingerprints. 


PROCEDURE WHEN SECURITY RISK IS SUSPECTED 


Senator SaLronsraLL. Suppose the check that is made of him comes 
back with a question mark from the security-risk standpoint. They 
have not any evidence that he is a bad security risk. They do not have 
any evidence that he is a loyalty risk. But there is just a little doubt 
there. Now, the Personnel Department, as I listened to you, is en- 
tirely separate, and all that they have to do—all that they have here 
is a doubt, but there is not enough to pin any 

Mr. Humetsine. If you have a little doubt about the person, you 
place him in loyalty-security channels. The person is either cleared 
or he is not cleared. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. | see. It is either a yes or a no on that basis? 

Mr. Humetsrine. That is right. 

Senator McCarran. There is no twilight zone? 

Mr. Humensine. We do not think there is a twilight zone. Certain 
people do. 

Senator McCarruy. If there is a little doubt, he gets promoted. 

Mr. Heme sine. I challenge that, Senator. 





SOURCES OF DEROGATORY INFORMATION 


Now, to go ahead with a list of the sources from which we secure 
derogatory “informs ition, we get that from investigative agencies, se- 
curity reinvestigation, because we carry on investigations of people 
after they are in the Department. We go through and spot check, 
and if we have reason to doubt a person, we question him. 

Then we also secure derogatory information from the general pub- 
lic or Members of Congress. 

Senator Frerevson. How do you get that information from the 
general public? 

Mr. Humetsrne. A good bit of it comes from the constituents of 
Congressmen who write and raise a question. Sometimes a person 
will write directly to us and say that he is a neighbor who has lived 
next door to a particular individual for 6 or 7 years and thinks that 
the person is not a satisfactory person and asks that we look into it. 

When that happens, we investigate to see whether there was a grudge 
or whether what is said is something valid. At that point 





Senator Fercvson. Does the general public include newspaper 
articles ? 

Mr. Humexsixe. Yes; it includes newspaper articles. If we see 
something in a newspaper, derogatory in nature, we check on it. 

Now, that derogatory information which is received can be of either 
one or two types. It will result in a person being placed in either 
a loyalty channel or a security channel. 
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Now, the lesser of the two is the security channel, and this portion 
of the chart shows what happens in a security case. 

As soon as we get this information a full field investigation is con- 
ducted by the State Department’s Security Division. If we have al- 
ready had an investigation, we bring that investigation up to date, 
up to the present moment. Then after that is evaluated by the Evalu- 
ation Section, at that point we may say, “This particular piece of 
information has come in after evaluation and happens to be some- 
thing that we do not think is important.” 

It may have been that a person didn’t like another person and 
made charges against him. 

But if it is the type of derogatory information that appears to be 
solid, then they refer that case to the State Department Loyalty and 
Security Board where the Board studies it, has hearings if neces- 
sary on it, and makes a decision. They recommend either that the 
person be cleared or they find adversely against him. 

If he is cleared, he comes back as a full-fledged cleared employee. 
If they find adverse, he is suspended, and he has the right of appeal 
to the Secretary. 

Senator Fercuson. Well, now, is he always suspended ? 

Mr. Humensinr. You mean where there are adverse decisions ? 

Senator Frreuson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Humersine. Absolutely. 

Senator McCartuy. At what point are the letters of charges filed ? 

Mr. Humetsine. The letter of charges is filed after the Loyalty 
Security Board determines that a hearing should be held. 

Senator McCartny. I wonder if you would explain just what is 
meant by letters of charges, for the record. 

Mr. Humenstne. Would you mind waiting for the next chart, which 
goes into that in detail? 

Senator McCarruy. Certainly. 

Mr. Humetsrne. I think it is made clear there. 

Senator SavronstauL, Is the Loyalty and Security Board Mr. Bing- 
ham’s board ? 

Mr. Humetsine. No, sir. This is our Board under General Snow. 
Mr. Bingham’s board has nothing to do with the security program. 
Mr. Bingham’s board only has to do with loyalty, which [ will cover 
in a minute. 


RIGHT OF APPEAL TO SECRETARY 


Senator Frreuson. If the Snow board makes an adverse decision, 
the man is automatically suspended ? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. Then there is an appeal to the Secretary. 

Now, that appeal to the Secretary is provided for in Public Law 
733 where it says that in the case of an adverse decision against an 
employee he has the right to a review of his case by the Secretary of 
State, by the head of the agency or his designee. 

Senator Frerauson. But this law does not provide for that channel 
work ¢ 

Mr. Humetsine. No. This channel work is in line with Executive 
Order 9835. 

Senator Frereuson. Yes. So the descretion is in the Secretary to 
discharge this man in his own discretion ¢ 
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Mr. Humetsine. That is right. 

Senator Frxeuson. And you have set up this so-called channel 
work ¢ 

Mr. Humessine. No. This generally is our interpretation of the 
way that you should run this thing under Public Law 733. 

Senator Fercuson. Yes; but you set it up? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator Fercuson. We did not set it up? 

Mr. Humerstne. No, the Congress did not tell us how to set it 
up. They said that in the case of an adverse decision on security 
against an employee, before action is taken it is necessary that the 
Secretary or rather the head of the agency review the case, the head 
of the agency or his designee. 


NUMBER OF APPEALS TO SECRETARY 


Senator McCarruy. Can you tell us how many appeals you have 
had to the Secretary from adverse security findings ¢ 

Mr. Humenstne. We have had to date, I think, three, and of those 
appeals—well, two of them affirmed the Board action and one resulted 
ina reversal of the Board. 

Senator Ferevson. Only three ¢ 

Mr. Humenstnr. Now, wait a minute. Let me restate that. We had 
three appeals. ‘Two of the appeals turned out to be the same as the 
recommendation of the Security Board, that is, against the man. One 
of those appeals resulted in the Security Board being reversed. That 
was the Clubb case. 

Senator McCarrny. You have only had three / 


THE DAVIS CASE 


Senator Fr.euson. Wait a moment. How about the Davis case? 
He was suspended. 

Mr. Humenstne. He was a loyalty case. 

Senator Ferevson. Not a security case ¢ 

Mr. Humetsine. No, sir. If he is a loyalty case he becomes then a 
security case, but he was handled in the loyalty channel. 

Senator Fercuson. Then he does not go through this Board ? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir, he went through that “Board. 

Senator Fereuson. But not through this particular security chan- 
nel ? 

Mr. Humersine. That is right. He was not a security case. He 
was a loyalty case. 

THE SERVICE CASE 

Senator Fereuson. What one did Service go through ? 

Mr. Humensine. This one. 

Senator Frercuson. Loyalty ? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 


THE CLUBB CASE 


Senator Frerevson, The only one that went through the security 
was the Clubb case ? 
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Mr. Humetsine. The Clubb case went through this one. 

Senator Fercuson. The loyalty ¢ 

Mr. Houmetsine. Yes, but it was found on security. 

Senator Frreuson. Well, did not Clubb go through the security 
channel ¢ 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ferguson. No, you are pointing at loyalty. He went 
through the loyalty channel but was found on the security basis? 

Mr. Humetstine. He was not found on loyalty. 

Senator Frrevson. He did not go through the security channel 
that you have been explaining now ? 

Mr. Humenstne. No; he did not go through that in the sense that 
I am explaining it now. This is a case where the channel is only 
security. 

Senator Frreauson. That is right. Now, there were three people 
that were adversely reported on in the security channel ¢ 

Mr. Humessine. There were three people that came out of this 
channel. 

Senator Ferguson. Now, wait, you are pointing at loyalty. 

Mr. Humestyr. Yes; but they were found on security. 

Senator Frreuson. All right. How many went through the 
security channel and had an adverse report on them 

Mr. Humenstne. All of the ones that I referred to, those three, 
started out as loyalty cases and became security cases on the findings. 

Senator Frereuson. But I am trying to get down to the green chan- 
nel there. You have been talking about that, Carlisle. 

Mr. Humetsrnr. Yes, sir. 

aoe Frravuson. How many have gene through the security chan- 
nel and have been adversely reported on ? 

Mr. Humetstne. These channels are handled simultaneously. I 
inean that all of the people that go through loyalty are under security. 

Senator Frravson. I can see w why. 

Mr. Humersine. And you were asking how many cases were on 
security. 


CASES SCREENED BY SECURITY 


Senator Frreuson. IT am talking about the security because that 
is the lesser. 

Mr. Humetsine. Twelve were found against in security cases. 

Senator Fereuson. All right, then 12 really went through this green 
channel ? 

Mr. Humetsine. No. A total of how many went through 

Senator Ferguson. IT am talking about the adverse decisions. 

Mr. Humensine. There were 53 individual cases handled in the 
security Binsin: 

Senator Fercuson. Fifty-three went through the security, and out 
of that number 12 were adversely found against ! ? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Frrevuson. They went through the green channel? 

Mr. Hume tstne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ferguson. What happened on the appeals of those cases? 

Mr. Hume sine. I don’t think there were any appeals from those. 

Senator McCarriy. Will you check your figures. 
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PERSONNEL SEPARATED FROM SERVICE 


Senator Frrcuson. Now, wait a minute. How many were sepa- 
rated from the service entirely ? 

Mr. Humetstne. You mean out of the 53? 

Senator Frereuson. Yes. 

Mr. Humensine. Twelve were separated from the service. 

Senator Frereuson. That is what I wanted to know. Then there 
were really 12 cases 

Mr. Humensrne. There were 53 cases. So out of the security 
handling of the 53 that there have been, 12 of those individuals were 
separated. None of those appealed. 

Senator Frereuson. All right; thank you. 

Senator McCarran. Now, what became of the three you referred 
to the other day? 

Mr. Humensine. Now, that is up here. I will get to that particular 
group. 

Senator Fercuson. You have 12 in the security channel. 

Mr. Humensine. We have 12 here. 

Senator McCarrnuy. So that we will not have any confusion in the 

figures, you said there were 53. That is over what period of time? 
’ “Mr. Humetsrne. Since 1947. 





TOTAL CASES SENT THROUGIT LOYALTY-SECURITY CHANNELS 


Senator McCarruy. Am I correct in saying that you have had over 
800 cases that went through the loyalty-security channel ¢ 

Mr. Humexsrne. That is right. 

Senator McCarriuy. And all 800, you say, were considered as secu- 
rity risks as well as loyalty risks? 

Mr. Humensine. Yes. 

Senator McCarriry. So when you refer to 53, you are referring to 
53 against whom there were charges of security ? 

Mr. Humetstne. That is right. 

Senator McCartruy. And the rest of the eight hundred-odd cases 
involved loyalty charges? 

Mr. HuMetsine. They were in the loyalty program. 

Senator McCarrny. All right. Pardon me, Mr. Chairman. Now, 
the exact figure is 800 and what? 

Mr. Boykin. 851. 

Senator Savronsrauy. That is since 1947? 

Mr. Boyxry. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. Let me ask one other question, 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. I read a speech that Mr. Snow made here a 
short time ago. 

Mr. Humetsine. Can we hold off on the speech ? 

Senator McCarrny. I am speaking now on the disloyalty. I un- 
derstood him to say that you had never found anyone disloyal in the 
State Department. Is that correct? 

Mr. Humetsine. At that time that was correct. 
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COPIES OF SPEECH AND COMMUNICATIONS 


Senator Fereuson. Mr. Snow, if I may break in here, I would like, 
before the next meeting to have a copy of that speech. 

Mr. Snow. I havea copy with me here, Senator. 

Senator Fmrauson. I would like to have a copy of it so I can review 
it. I would also like to have a copy of the letter that you wrote to 
David Lawrence. 

Mr. Snow. I have that here also. 

Senator Fereuson. And I would also, I think, like to have a copy 
of the letter that you wrote to Fulton Lewis. 

Mr. Snow. Yes; I have that. 

Senator Fereuson. And I would like to have that before the next 
meeting. 

Mr. Snow. All right. 

Senator Ferauson. Do you have the clippings of David Lawrence? 

Mr. Snow. Yes; I do. 

Senator Ferguson. Wil! you let me have those? 

Mr. Snow. Yes. 

Senator McCarruy. Am I to understand, Mr. Snow, that at the 
time you made the speech, that is, up to that time you had not found 
adversely on anyone as to loyalty ? 

Mr. Snow. That is right. 

Mr. Hume sine. I would like to correct that. 

Senator McCarruy. I would like to get from Mr. Snow what that 
date was. 

Mr. Snow. It was October 21, 1951. 

Senator McCarruy. I would like to get this reconciled. Mr. 
Humelsine made a speech a short time hehars that to the press. At 
that time it was said that 15 had been discharged on the grounds 
of disloyalty. I would like to see if we can get Mr. Snow’s statement 
reconciled with your statement. 

Mr. Hume sine. If I made any such statement, it was in error. I 
think what I said was that they probably had been discharged on 
security grounds. 

Senator McCarruy. You were asked this question, as I recall. I 
think I can quote it almost verbatim. The question was: “Mr. Humel- 
sine, Senator McCarthy has stated that the State Department’s Loy- 
alty Board has never found adversely on anyone on the grounds of 
disloyalty.” Your answer was, no, that that was not true, that you 
have gotten rid of 15. 

Now, as I understand it, I agree with Mr. Snow that prior to October 
21, 1951, the State Department Loyalty Board—— 

Mr. HuMELsINe. The Lornity Seomity Board had found against 
15 individuals. 

Senator McCarruy. But none on the grounds of disloyalty ? 

Mr. Humetsine. That is right, not on the grounds of disloyalty. 

Senator McCarrny. On the grounds of security ? 

Mr. Humetsine. On the grounds of security, although part of those 
were loyalty cases. 

Senator McCartuy. I was particularly interested in that because I 
had made a statement which is identical with Mr. Snow’s statement, 

95515—52——25 
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that out of some 800 cases you have never found a single person 
disloyal. 

Mr. Humexsrne. That is right. 

Senator McCarrny. Then you went on the air a week later and you 
were asked about my statement, and you said that it was untrue, that 
you have gotten rid of 15. 

Mr. Hume sine. I want to make it clear that I was not referring 
to disloyalty. I was not trying to deceive you or the public either. 
I want to make that clear. 

Senator McCarruy. In view of the confidence which the Chair has 
expressed in Mr. Humelsine, I think you should produce the transcript 
of that meeting. 

Mr. Humetsine. I am perfectly willing to do that. 

Senator McCarruy. I think you should. 

(See p. 445.) ; 

Senator SarronsrauL. As one coming into this fresh, may I ask 
whether these figures are substantially correct; that there were 851 
loyalty and security risks since 1947? Of those, 56 were security 
risks, and of the 56, 12 were found to be actual security risks. 

Mr. Hume sine. I think that number is 53, Senator. 

Senator Sarronstauu. Fifty-three, of which 12 were found to be 
security risks in actuality. Then there were three appeals and none 
of those appeals survived. Is that a correct statement ? 

Mr. Humerstine. There were three appeals. 

Senator Sautronstauty. And none of those survived ? 

Mr. Humersine. No, sir. One did survive. 

Senator SauronstaLy. One survived ? 

Mr. Snow. There were not three appeals on security. 

Senator McCarruy. Will you tell us how long ago those cases 
occurred, the two that were appealed ? 

Mr. Hume sine. I will have to check and give you the exact dates 
on that. 

Your figures do not break that down by cases, do they ? 

Mr. Boyxrn. I will have to furnish that. 

(See p. 982.) 

Senator McCarruy. Would you know whether that was 1 year or 
2 years or 3 years ago? 

Mr. Humetstne. I could not really tell you. I can get it for you 
by this afternoon, though. 

Senator McCarrny. Mr. Snow, you must be well aware of those 
cases, the two loyalty cases. 

Mr. Humetstne. Which ones do you mean now ¢ 

Senator McCarruy. The two loyalty cases that you sent up on 
appeal. 

r. Humetsrne. You are doing the same thing that you are accusing 
me of doing. They were security cases. 

Senator McCarrny. I beg your pardon. I think you are right. 
You said that they came through the loyalty channel but that they 
were found against on security grounds. 

Mr. Humexstne. That is right. We will get that for you. 

(The information was vaporieh to the committee. ) 


Senator McCarrny. I am sorry. 
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LOYALTY CHANNEL 


Mr. Humetsrne. Now, the other channel is this loyalty channel. 
If a person is charged under the loyalty channel, then there is a full 
field investigation by the FBI. That is required. You will find that 
most of the people that come into this loyalty channel, a great many 
of them are there because of the FBI putting them into that particular 
channel. That is the agency that was set up for that purpose. Even 
under the investigative changes that have been requested, the FBI will 
still make those investigations. 

Mr. Snow. May I interrupt a minute. I can give you the answer 
as to the date oF those appeals when you want that. I have the 
information here. 

Senator McCarruy. Good; thank you. 

Mr. Humetstne. Then, after the FBI full field investigation, the 
Department reviews the investigation. When I say the “depart- 
ment,” I mean the Security Division of the Department. 

Then at that point we take possible precautionary action. If at 
that point the person would appear to be dangerous to us, we can 
suspend him at that point. Then there is a hearing held by the State 
Department 

Senator Fereuson. Now, how many have you suspended there? 

Mr. Hume sine. I will have to check that, sir. 

Senator Fereuson. Will you give us that figure ? 

Mr. Humetstne. I will supply it. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Eleven. 





RESIGNATIONS WHILE UNDER INVESTIGATION 


Senator McCarruy. Let me ask you one other question. Prior to 
October 21, 1951, the date that Mr. Snow made the statement, how 
many individuals had resigned under pressure of the loyalty in- 
vestigation ? 

Mr. Humetstne. Well, you put the question in such a way that I 
could not answer it honestly, Senator, because you do not know exactly 
what forced them to resign. Fifty-four individuals whose cases were 
in loyalty-security channels, resigned before there was a post audit of 
their cases. Now, how many of those resigned under the pressure 
such as you described, I would not have any way of knowing. But 
it is a fact that while in the channel 54 individuals resigned. 

Senator McCarrny. In other words, 54 individuals charged with 
disloyalty resigned before their cases were completely processed ? 

Mr. Humetstne. There were both loyalty and security cases. Now, 
most of those were loyalty cases. A few of those could have been 
security cases. 

Senator McCarrny. I am speaking of the loyalty cases now. 

Mr. Humersine. They are all loyalty. 

Senator McCarrny. May I ask this—— 

Mr. Humetstne. One of those retired. The other 53 resigned. 

Senator McCarruy. May I ask this then: I think truthfulness is so 
important in this program. Mr. Snow publicly made the statement 
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that not a single individual was found to be disloyal. If Fb want to 
be truthful to the public, should you not say, however, that 56 were 
charged with being disloyal and resigned before their cases could be 


oe eted ? 
r. Snow. I think I did say that in the same speech. 

Senator McCartuy. Do you have that speech there? 

Mr. Snow. I have given Senator Ferguson a copy of it. 

Senator Fereuson. I have it right here. 

Carlisle, when does a man get notice that he is in the loyalty channel ¢ 

Mr. Humetstne. Let me take that up on the next chart, because I 
think I can make it clearer to you that way, if I may. 

—, Fercuson. You said that some had resigned before the post 
audit 

Mr. Humenstneg. Yes, sir, before the post audit was completed. I 
think that on the next chart I can make that much plainer. 


THE WILLIAM T. STONE CASE 


Senator McCarruy. One of those who resigned before the post 
audit was completed was William T. Stone? 

Mr. Humensrine. That is right. 

Senator McCarrny. May I ask this question: The other day you 
indicated—and keep in mind that I am not trying to hold your mem- 
ory responsible for everything—but the other day you indicated that 
the State Department had no reason to believe that the Bingham 
Board would rule adversely on Stone. I asked you to check that. 

Mr. Humetsine. I did, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. At that time your statement was that there 
was nothing to indicate to either Stone or the State Department that 
the Bingham Board might rule adversely on him. 

Mr. Humetsine. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

Did we have any notice whatsoever ? 

Mr. Nicuotson. No. 

Senator McCarruy. I am not speaking of any notice. 

Mr. Humexsine. What are you speaking of ? 

Senator McCarruy. I am asking you whether or not you had any 
knowledge, not notice—I know that you did not have any formal no- 
tice—but did you have any reason to believe, you or Stone—and when 
1 say you I mean the State Department—any reason to believe the 
Bingham Board might rule adversely on Stone? 

Mr. Humetstne. No, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. You had no reason to believe that at all? 

Mr. Humetstrne. No, sir. I had no reason to believe that. I do 
not think any of my colleagues had reason to so believe. In fact, 
Senator, I think we could cass prove that because he resigned on 
February 

Senator McCarruy. February 2. 

Mr. Humetsrne. Yes, February 2, and we did not send the process 
that notified the central board of the resignation until March 14. 

Now, had there been any collusion on the part of Stone we would 
have rushed this thing over there on February 2 or February 3. The 
unnouncement did not even get to the Central Board until March 14. 

Senator Fercuson. Well, was there a post audit? 
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Mr. Humexsine. It was over there for that purpose. 

Senator Ferguson. Was there a post audit before he resigned ? 

Mr. Humetstine. His case had been cleared by the Department’s 
board and had been sent forward to the Bingham Board for post- 
audit purposes. While it was over there, Stone resigned. 

Senator Frerauson. When was it sent up? 

Mr. Humetstne. We sent it up—— 

Senator McCarruy. December 7. 

Mr. Humetsrne. They were notified, sir, on December 7. The case 
did not actually go to them until about January 3. They were no- 
tified on what is called a Form 98 that this case was available for 
their post audit. They did not call it over until January 3. He re- 
signed on February 2. 

Our form which told about that resignation went to the Central 
Board on March 14. At that time they sent back a form to us saying 
that inasmuch as Mr. Stone had resigned his case would not be post- 
audited unless he should attempt to come back into the Federal Gov- 
ernment, unless he should wish to seek Federal employment. 

Senator Frreauson. If I may take a case along the loyalty chan- 
nel 





PROGRESS IN STONE CASE AT TIME OF RESIGNATION 


Senator McCarrny. If I may interrupt, I would like to get this 
straight: Do you know whether or not the Bingham Board had con- 
ducted any proceedings, made any investigations, or had already re- 
viewed the Stone file before he resigned ¢ 

Mr. Humetsrne. I had heard after I talked to you that day 

Senator McCartny. That they were working on it ? 

Mr. Humersinr. That they had decided to—what do they call that 
when they question the information ? 

My understanding was that they decided to put it before a panel. 
Now, I believe that is correct. 

Senator McCarruy. Now we are getting to the facts. 

Mr. Humetsine. Well, I found that out, Senator, after I discussed 
that with you, and I had no knowledge of it or, to my knowledge, no 
one in the Department had any knowledge of what the Central Board 
was going to do. We have nothing to do with the operation of the 
Central Board. 

Senator McCarrny. In order that we get the Stone case clear, here 
are the facts—and if I do not state them correctly, will you correct 
me—the post-audit board said that your investigation was not com- 
plete, that they wanted an additional investigation of Stone, and that 
they were going to submit it to the panel and the Bingham Board? 

Mr. Humetstne. I have no way of rar eral 

Senator McCarruy. I ask whether that is correct ? 

Mr. Boykin. I am not sure of that. I did not check it. 

Senator McCarruy. Is that your opinion of it? 

Mr. Nicuotson. After the discussion here, I talked with a repre- 
sentative of the Board, and that is substantially what they told me, 
that they had planned to submit this to a panel of their Board. 

Senator Fereuson. When did you get notice of that? 

Mr. Humetsine. After Senator McCarthy raised the matter here 
one day, and I said that I had no knowledge of it. I told Senator 
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McCarthy that I would check that. I went back and asked the 
Security Division to check with the Central Board and see whether 
they had ever given us any notification and also to find out what they 
had done with Stone case. 

Senator Fereuson. Did they ever contact Snow’s board? Did they 
ever contact your board ? 

Mr. Humexsrne. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Snow. No, sir. 

Senator McCarrnuy. May I ask this: The statement was made by 
Stone—I may not have it exactly correct, and I can confirm it—that 
the post-audit board was not satisfied with the case. They wanted 
further information. They said they were going to submit to a 
panel. 

Then I read in the paper the next day that the State Department 
gave the lie to MeCarthy. Do you not think that in view of the fact 
that you now have confirmed the fact that the Stone case was not 
acceptable to the review panel, that they said that they must have a 
further investigation, that they were submitting this to a panel, and 
that while that was being done Stone resigned before they could sub- 
mit it to the panel and before your Department could conduct a further 
investigation—do you not think that in honesty the State Department 
now should say that McCarthy was correct in this case? 

Mr. Humenstne. Senator, I was absolutely honest and straightfor- 
ward with you. When you asked that question you asked me whether 
I knew, and I said that as far as I knew the Central Board had done 
nothing about the Stone case. I said that it was over there for post- 
— purposes, and that is all I knew about it. That is all I did know 
about it. 

Now, I have no way of knowing. That would be like asking me 
whether I knew what went on in another committee here on the Hill 
this morning. I do not know. I do not have any second vision or 
anything like that. 

Senator McCarruy. Mr. Humelsine, I am not accusing you now 
personally, You certainly give the appearance of being an upstand- 
ing young man. Ido not blame you for everything that is done in the 
Department. 

Mr. Humetstne. I appreciate that. 


STATE DEPARTMENT PRESS RELEASE REGARDING STONE CAS“ 


Senator McCarruy. In view of the fact that I did give the public 
the information on the Stone case, namely, that he had been cleared by 
Mr. Snow’s Board, that upon post-audit the Board was dissatisfied 
with what Mr. Snow’s Board had done, that then Stone resigned before 
the Bingham Board could take final action, in view of the fact thet 
the State Department issued a press release saying McCarthy is a liar, 
this never happened—— 

Mr. Humetstne. Senator, I do not think—— 

Senator McCarrny. Just a minute. 

Mr. Humetsine. I do not think the State Department issued a press 
release. 

Senator McCarrny. Do you not think you should clear the matter 
up? 


EPEC ME ETN Tf OSE ie ee eae ee Rea 























STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 389 


Mr. Humetsrne. Senator McCarthy, I think the question that you 
just put to me—the proper place to put that question is to the Central 
Board. 

Senator McCarruny. No. 

Mr. Humetsine. Your question I think should be put to the Central 
Board. 

Senator McCarrny. I am asking about the State Department’s 
press release. The Central Board made no statement about it. The 
State Department publicly stated that the facts which McCarthy gave 
out on the Stone case are a lie and are untrue. Now I feel that they 
were true. 

Mr. Humetsine. Well, I do not know, but I doubt that the State 
Department said that what Senator McCarthy said about the Stone 
case was a lie. 

Senator McCartny. Well, they said it was untrue, according to 
the newspapers. 

Mr. Humetsine. Well, I am not responsible for what the news- 
papers say. I think that if there was anything said about the Stone 
case, it was this: That the Stone case was cleared by our Board, that 
he resigned on February 2, that at the time he resigned he was a 
cleared employee, that his case was over for post-audit purposes at 
the Central Board, and that that was the situation under which he 
resigned. 

Now, as to the facts that you tell me about, I found out informally 
by a telephone call, after you related those facts, that they were 
substantially correct, what you had said was substantially correct. 
But then I am not in a position to make statements about that. That 
is something that Mr. Bingham should talk about. There was no 
press release either. I did not think there was. 


THE M’CARRAN RIDER 


Senator McCarran. There has just been a quorum call, and we are 
not going to continue much further now. We are going to have to 
run this afternoon. I am going to try to make up for the time that 
we have lost here and run this afternoon and then try to run every 
afternoon during this week. 

I want to call your attention to this: I would like to know what 
has become of this provision in the law? It happens to be my own 
language as originally written: 

Notwithstanding the provisions of section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912 
(37 Stat. 555), or the provisions of any other law, the Secretary of State may 
in his absolute discretion during the current fiscal year terminate the em- 
ployment of any officer or employee of the Department of State or of the Foreign 
Service of the United States whenever he shall deem such termination necessary 
or advisable in the interests of the United States. 

Senator Frrevson. That is an absolute discretion, and none of this 
channeling provides for that. 

Senator McCarran. Not a bit of it. 

Mr. Humerstne. That is referred to as the so-called McCarran 
rider. I have stated every year that we desire that rider. That 
rider provides, as I see it, an authority that is basic to the operation 
of the program. Whether you use that authority or not, it is still a 
very important authority to have. 
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Now, if I am not mistaken, we were instructed by the President 
to use the procedures of Public Law 733 in handling security cases. 

Senator Frereuson. Yes; but that is not what this law is, the Mc- 
Carran rider. 


PUBLIC LAW 733 USED INSTEAD OF M’CARRAN RIDER 


Mr. Humensrne. My understanding is that we were not to use the 
McCarran rider but to use Public Law 733. 

Senator Frereuson. All right. Now, that is just why we gave you 
the McCarran rider. When Secretary Byrnes came in here, he showed 
us the pitfalls and the troubles. I know that I went to.work there 
with the Senator from Nevada on this rider because we wanted to 
give him something that he could operate with just like J. Edgar 

loover operates. if he finds an agent that he does not like, even 
though it is because it is the color of his hair, he can discharge him. 

Mr. Humetstne. Senator, we have used the McCarran rider in a 
couple of cases. But nevertheless, the President has told us to run 
our loyalty program under this Executive order. He has told us to 
run the security program under Public Law 733. 

Senator Fercuson. But you are not using the valuable instrument 
that we gave you. 

Mr. Humensine. We are not using it normally, sir. 

Senator Frreuson. That is right. 

Mr. Humensrne. We have used it on several occasions. It does 
provide a very important part of the program. I would hate to see 
us lose that particular instrument, because it is there, it is somethin, 
that we have. If we get into a situation where we want to use it an 
have to use it, we have the authority. 


NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES DISCHARGED ON SECURITY GROUNDS 


Senator Frrcuson. All right. Now, tell me this: How many cases 
coming out of the loyalty channel have funneled down to the security 
channel ? 

Mr. Humetsine. When you say funneled down, I take it you are 
talking about this, the security channel. 

Senator Ferauson. You said that there were 53 that went along the 
lower channel. 

Mr. Humensine. These are loyalty cases, so they do not funnel 
down. 

Senator Ferauson. I know, but when you find no disloyalty you can 
funnel them down. 

Mr. Humetstine. I think what you want to know is how many in 
the loyalty channel were found against on security grounds. 

Senator Frereuson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Humexstne. Let me see—— 

Senator Fercuson. How many were let go, not only found against 
but let go? 

Mr. Houmexstnz. The number is 11. 

Senator Frereuson. Eleven were found against ? 

Mr. Humetstne. That is true. You will recall that there were 12 
down here that were only in the security channel. There were 11 that 
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were in the loyalty channel and who were adjudicated on the basis of 
security. 

Senator Fercuson. So you had there 23? 

Mr. Humetsine. Twenty-three there, and there are also three cases 
that have been found against by the Board on the basis of loyalty, 
which makes a total of 26 individuals who have been found against 
for either loyalty or security, plus one more, which is the Service case, 
where the Central Board overruled the Department. So there have 
been 27 individuals that have been 

Senator Fereuson. That have been separated ¢ 

Mr. Humensine. Yes; that have been separated as a result of direct 
action and that have gone through the process. 

Senator Frrcuson. The process of loyalty, security, and all that? 

Mr. Humetsine. That is right. 

Senator McCarran. What board overruled the Department? 





NUMBER OF CASES BEING APPEALED 


Mr. Hume.sing. Pardon me, let me correct that. There are 27 who 
have been found against, and 10 of those are on an appeal basis. 

Senator Ferauson. Ten are still being appealed ? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, 10 of the 27. 

Senator Fereuson. Ten-of the twenty-seven are appealing to what? 

Mr. Humetsine. Their appeals are pending. 

Senator Fercuson. They are pending to what? 

Mr. Humerstne. Their Aptents are pending to the Secretary right 
now. 

Mr. Borin. That is right. 

Senator Fercuson. Are they all off the payroll ? 

Mr. Humetstine. They are all suspended. 

Senator SaLtonsraLy. Now, Mr. Chiaieannin, I would appreciate it 
very much if Mr. Humelsine before this afternoon would put on one 
piece of paper those figures, because I am completely mystified now. 

Mr. Humenstne. You are? 

Senator SavronsTaLn. Yes. 

Mr. Humetsine. Do you want me to review this quickly ? 

Senator Ferauson. No: put it down on paper. 

Mr. Hume sine. It is very simple. There have been 12 here that 
have been found against on security, in the security channel. 

Senator Sarronsrati. And none of those have survived ? 

Senator Frreuson. They are gone. 

Mr. Humetsine. They are through. 

Senator SattronstaLu. There were no successful appeals in those 
cases ¢ 

Mr. Humetstne. No. Now, up here on loyalty there were 11 in the 
loyalty channel found against on the security basis, and there were 
3 found against on loyalty. That makes 14; 14 and 12 makes 26, 

lus 1, the Service case, which was found against by the Review Board. 

hat makes 27. 

So as a result of this total process there have been 27 individuals 
that have gotten out or that are in the process of getting out of the 
Department. Ten of those are taking appeals. 

Senator Satronstati. Appeals to the Secretary ? 











392 STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


Mr. Humetstine. To the Secretary; yes. 

Senator SauronsraLy. That means then that the Secretary on the 
security basis—— 

Mr. Humetsrxe. You see, some of those 10 may not desire to appeal. 

Senator SauronsraLy. And in the loyalty category there were three 


appeals to the Secretary and he found in favor of one and that was 
the so-called Clubb case? 


Mr. Houmetsine. That is right. 

Senator Savronstatu. And he found against two? 

Mr. Humetstne. That is right. 

Senator Savronsratu. Then on the loyalty cases that came down 
through the security channel, there are still 10 cases pending before 
the Secretary ? 

Mr. Hume sine. They are not before the Secretary. As to a couple 
of those, we do not know whether they are going to appeal or not. 
There are 10 that have been found against by our Loyalty-Security 
Board and those 10 are either in process of appeal or in the process 
of being adjudicated. 

Senator Sarronstati. And will those be appealed to the Secretary ¢ 

Mr. Humetsrxxr. Not unless they make an appeal. Some of them 
may not make an appeal. 

Senator Satronsratu. Yes; but there are 10 pending cases? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes; 10 pending cases. 


COMMUNIST AFFILIATION A SECURITY OR LOYALTY RISK 


Senator McCarruy. Do you consider communistic activities and 
affiliations as a security risk or a loyalty risk? 

Mr. Humetsine. Loyalty. 

Senator McCarriy. And Service was ordered out on what count, 
loyalty or security ? 

Mr. Humerstne. On loyalty. 

Senator McCarrnr. On loyalty? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarriy. How about the Communist-front activities? 
Mr. Humetsrne. Loyalty. 

Senator McCarrny. Let us assume that a man is affiliated with 
four or five or six Communist fronts. Would you consider that suffi- 
cient grounds to hold against him under the loyalty procedure? 

Mr. Humetstne. That would place him in the loyalty channels. 

Senator McCarrny. You did not. get my question. Would you 
hold against such a man under the loyalty procedure? 

Mr. Homenstne. I don’t know how I can answer that question. 
What you do is look at a fellow’s record. It may be that he may have 
been a member of only one front organization, but a sufficient amount 
of material in connection with that one would make him a loyalty 
ease. I don’t think you can go on the basis of the number. It is a 
matter of degree. 

Senator McCarruy. In other words, you think the number may not 
be important? 

Mr. Humetstne. It may, or it may not be. 

Senator McCarrny. Let us say that I work in the State Depart- 
ment and that I have affiliations with, say, 20 or 25 organizations 
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officially named as Communist-front organizations. Can you con- 
ceive of any circumstance under which I should then be cleared ? 

Mr. Hume stne. I would have to look at the case. 

Senator McCartuy. Even though I belong to 25 Communist fronts, 
you would still look at the case? 

* Mr. Humetstne. I think that in fairness I would have to look at 
the case. 

Senator McCarriry. You would what ? 

Mr. Hume sine. In fairness, 1 would have to look at the case. I do 
not think it would be fair for me to answer that question without going 
into the facts. On that basis, I would want to look at the case. Maybe 
the person has gotten into that situation for any one of a number of 
reasons. I would not know. 

Senator McCarruy. In other words, you would say that member- 
ship in 25 Communist fronts 

Mr. Humersine. I would certainly want to look at the case. 

Senator McCarriry. Assuming that I am a counteragent—— 

Mr. Humerstne. I would want to look at the case. 

Senator McCarrny. You would say that even though you knew I 
belonged to 25 Communist fronts, that in and of itself would not be 
sufficient to order me discharged? You would still want to examine 
the case further ? 

Mr. Humerstne. Sure, I would want to examine the case. 

Senator McCarruy. To examine the case further ? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarrnuy. I see. 

Mr. Humerstnr. There is one point I want to make there, and that 
is the timing of these Communist fronts. I understand that there 
are quite a few organizations that started out to be perfectly legiti- 
mate organizations and before they ran their course they were Com- 
munist front organizations. 

There are a lot of things which you want to look into in any case 
before making a determination. I would want to do that in fairness. 

Senator McCarran. Let me ask you this, Mr. Humelsine: Where 
the Department of Justice, acting under the law, declares an organiza- 
tion to be subversive, you would not take issue with that? 

Mr. Humetstne. Oh, no, sir; I am not taking issue with that. 

Senator McCarran. Regarding the question put to you by the 
Senator from Wisconsin, if a man belonged to 23 subversive organiza- 
tions as declared by the Department of Justice, you would not clear 
him for loyalty, would you? 

Mr. Humetstne. I would want to look into the whole case and find 
out when he got into the organizations and the circumstances sur- 
rounding the particular case. I mean it is not a definite case, and it is 
hard to say. 

Senator McCartny. Let us make it a definite case. Let us assume 
that you know that I have belonged to 23 organizations that at the time 
were subversive and have been declared subversive by the Attorney 
General. Would you say that you would look into the case before 
vou would discharge me? 

Mr. Humetstne. I would want to see what your motives were and 
why you belonged to them. 

Senator McCarrny. The mere belonging to 23 subversive organ- 
izations at the time they were subversive, and declared so by the At- 
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torney General, you would not consider in and of itself as sufficient 
for discharge? 

Mr. Humersrine, I would certainly put that case in loyalty chan- 
nels, and I would want to find out—I would examine the, record right 
away and if the record showed that you were a loyalty risk I would 
want to suspend you. 

a McCarrny. | think it is very important to get your attitude 
on this. 

Mr. Humetsine. My attitude—— 

Senator McCarruy. No, let me finish. 

Senator McCarran. He is being frank with you. 

Senator McCarruy. I know. Doane, to say that when you make an 
answer, I am not accusing you at all. 

Senator McCarran. Fan may not like his answers, but he is always 
frank with you. 

Senator McCarrny. That is right. It is very important to know 
what those of you who are running this program consider disloyal or 
bad security, and for that reason it is extremely important to get 
your answer to the effect that you would not consider membership in 
23 subversive organizations that are declared subversive—you would 
not consider membership in them in and of itself sufficient to dis- 
charge me. 

If that is your attitude that explains to a considerable extent the 
unusual workings of the State Department Loyalty Board. 

Mr. Humetsine. That is not my attitude, though, Senator. 

Senator McCarruy. You say that you would want to look into 
the organizations. 

Mr. Humetsrine. I would say that I would want toexamine them. 

It may be, for example, that someone is charged with having be- 
longed to 23 subversive organizations and maybe he did not belong 
to any of them. That is quite possible. It is quite possible that that 
could happen. Now, that is far fetched, but it is possible. 

Senator McCartuy. My question did not say that belonging to the 
* organizations was charged. My question said that he belonged to 
them. 

Mr. Humetsine. Suppose I made the statement some morning that 
Mr. So and So belonged to 23 subversive organizations, organizations 
that had been subversive and that had been so determined by the 
Justice Department. I have made that statement as a private citizen. 
Well, the thing I would want to do is to find out whether that is the 
fact, because you have to operate this program based on facts, not on 
insinuation or allegation. 

Senator McCarruy. Let us assume that you have established the 
fact—I would like to get your attitude on this peveresy sae us assume 
that you have established the fact, it is not hearsay but rather you 
have established the fact that I have belonged to 23 organizations that 
have been declared subversive. I have belonged to them at a time when 
they were subversive. 

Before you would order me discharged, you would still want to look 
further into the case? 

Mr. Humetstne. I would want to find out all of the circumstances 
connected with the case before I took action. 
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Senator McCarran. Let us add one more element to the hypo- 
thetical situation. If it was established that he knew when he be- 
longed to them that they were subversive, would you then—— 

Mr. Hume stne. There is no doubt about it, Senator. 

Senator McCartuy. You said that there would be no doubt about 
it. You mean that you would order him discharged ? 

Mr. Humetsrne. If he knew those organizations were subversive, I 
would certainly discharge him. 

Senator McCarruy. Good. 

Senator McCarran. There is one question I wanted to clear up. 

Will you see whether this is true. Gut of all of this discussion, no 
one was removed from the State Department passing through the 
loyalty channel. All that were removed were removed as a result of 
going through the security channel ? 


LOYALTY CASES PENDING 


Mr. Humetsine. A number of those went through the loyalty chan- 
nel and were cleared on a loyalty basis but were found against on se- 
curity. Three currently have been found against on loyalty. They 
have not gone the entire course. 

In addition to those, there is one more, the Service case, which went 
through the entire course. The Review Board found against him. 
So there have been four, a total of four loyalty cases that have been 
found against during the process. Now, three of those have yet to 
run the entire route. 

Senator McCarran. They have an appeal ! 

Mr. Humexstne. They have an appeal. The decisions of the Board 
have gone out to those three, and they have an appeal to the Secretary. 
Now, after that, as I will show you on the next chart, their case is post 
audited by the Central Board under Mr. Bingham. 

Senator SatTonsTALL. But there are seven cases in addition to those 
three that are still pending? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. Those are security cases. 


THE JOHN P. DAVIES CASE 


Senator McCarruy. What is the status of the John P. Davies case ? 
Is that being post audited ? 

Mr. Hume sine. The John P. Davies case is at the Central Board 
for purposes of post audit. 

Have you heard anything on that? 

Mr. Nicuotson. Yes. It came back. 

Mr. Humetsine. When was that? 

Senator McCarran. I cannot get your answer. 

Mr. Nicuotson. It came back about the first of the week. 

Mr. Humetstne. The Davies case—the Security Division tells me— 
was returned to the Department. 

Senator McCarrny. Last Tuesday. 

Mr. HuMetsine. It was last week. For further investigation. 

Senator McCarruy. I think I can give you the date. 

Mr. Hometsine. I think we ought to put Senator McCarthy on this. 
He has better figures on the Central Board than I have. 
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Senator McCarran. Is the Davies case being returned to the State 

Department for further investigation? Is that the finding? 
Mr. Humetsine. No, sir. What has happened—and correct me if I 
am wrong on this, Mr. Nicholson—is that the Davies case went through 
the Department and was adjudicated favorably on loyalty and 
security. 

Now, it had to be post audited by the Central Board. In the process 
of their post audit, they have obtained some new information, and 
they have referred the case back to our Board and have said, in effect, 
“We want you to look further into this case on the basis of this new 
information.” 

Senator McCartuy. What was done—— 

Senator McCarran. Wait a minute, now. Let me get the answer. 
Will you finish your answer? 

Mr. Humetstne. They told us that they wanted us to go further 
into the case on the basis of this new information. 

Is that correct, Mr. Nicholson. 

Mr. Nicuoxson. Yes. 

Mr. Humetstne. And to make a new decision on it before return- 
ing it to the Central Board. The decision could be one of two, either 
that we again cleared him as a result of this, or that we find reason 
to doubt. 

Senator McCarran. Why did they not do that? 

Mr. Humerstne. They have several courses of action that they can 
take. They can either remand the case to our Board and ask our 
Board to look into the new information. That is provided for and 
[ will point it out to you on this next chart. Otherwise they can 
take jurisdiction in the case, in which case they would have a hearin~ 
of their own. 

Now, I do not know why the Board made this decision, but the 
decision was made to remand the case for further consideration by 
our Board. 

Mr. Snow. That is the normal procedure where they have supple- 
mentary information. 

Senator SatTronsTaLt. What about these 92 morality cases? 

Senator McCartuy. May I complete the record on the Davies case, 
first ? 

Senator Sauronstatn. Yes; certainly. 

Senator McCartuy. Am I correct in this: As well as the new infor- 
mation, they informed you that they wanted the information which 
you had already placed before you further developed, further investi- 
gated? So that it was not merely new information, but was also to 
go into the information you already had? 

Mr. Humetstne. Let us not go ahead on the basis of giving you an 
off-the-cuff answer. Let me check this at noon, and I will tell you 
exactly. Ithink that would be fair to both of us. 

Senator McCarruy. I think I can tell you. 

Senator McCarran. All right, Senator Saltonstall. 


MORALITY CASES 


Senator Sauronsraty. May I just ask a question which perhaps may 
not be pertinent. What about the 92 morality cases that Secretary 
Peurifoy testified to several years ago? 
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Mr. Humexstne. When Secretary Peurifoy, or Ambassador Peuri- 
foy, appeared before the committee 3 years ago, he referred to 9 
morality cases. They were handled sdoninintretively: We do not 
handle those particular cases in the program. 

Senator SatronstaL.. They were called security risks, were they 
not? 

Mr. Humersine. That is another thing I want to refer to. There 
is a very important use of the McCarran rider. We can use the Mc- 
Carran rider and people know that we can use the McCarran rider, 
and it is a very important instrument to have in cases such as those. 

Senator Sarronstati, They were just dismissed? They were not 
security or loyalty cases? 

Mr. Humetsine. They resigned. 

Senator SaLronsTaLu. As improper people? 

Mr. Humersine. As improper people they resigned. 

Senator McCarrny. If I may interrupt, I would like to ask this 
question: The Wherry-Hill committee went into this in some detail. 
The Wherry-Hill committee, in their investigations, found that many 
of these morals cases had found their way into other Government 
jobs. 

Mr. Humensine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. They criticized very vigorously, as I recall, 
in their report, the practice of the State Department in allowing the 
perversion cases to resign with a clear record. The Wherry-Hill 
committee said that as a result of the State Department allowing 
those perversion cases to resign they have been foisted upon other 
departments. 

Do you not think that it would be well, when you find that a man 
is a bad security risk, or a loyalty risk, because either of perversion 
or Communist activities or otherwise, that you order him discharged 
so that he can not go over into some other Department of the Gov- 
ernment and get a job? 


PROCEDURE IN MORALS CASES 


Mr. Humerasine. You are referring to something that occurred 3 
years ago, Senator. Now, of the 91 cases that Mr. Peurifoy discussed 
at that time—I think 14, if I recall correctly, went to other agencies. 
that is, 14 who had resigned from our Department went to other 
agencies. 

Now, what we did when that was called to our attention was that 
we notified the other agencies in those 14 cases and said, “This person 
has left the State Department as a result of a morals”—it wasn’t a 
charge, but a morals reason. 

Now, since that time, whenever individuals have left the Depart- 
ment, we have always notified the Civil Service Commission and they 
have in their records the reason why the particular individual left 
the Department. 

Senator McCartrnuy. Now, you said that was several years ago. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is very important. I have before me 
the minutes of the Bingham Board for February 13 and 14. 

Senator McCarran. What year? 

Senator McCarruy. This is not a long time ago. 

Senator McCarran. This year? 
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Senator McCarruy. 1951, Mr. Chairman. Here is what they say: 


j When they operate as they do, merely showing a resignation of the individual 
and he has this copy from the State Department—he immediately goes over to 
another agency and says, “I have worked for the State Department for 5 years. 
Here is my personnel action sheet. I resigned a few weeks ago.’ There is noth- 
ing on the personnel action sheet to tell the personnel officer that there is an 
investigation on that person. He gets a job or the person may be interested in 
him for other employment and he has to go running around to the Government 
to find out that there is an investigation on the man. 


Now, when the Bingham Board says this is improper, I am just 
wondering if you do not agree with that Board that when a man re- 
signs under investigation that should definitely be shown on the per- 
sonnel sheet so that he cannot go over to the Army or some place aise? 


eRe Ee Pan RRS: 
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THE PEVERILL MEIGS CASE 


I am thinking of the Peverill Meigs case. As a typical case, | am 
thinking of the Peverill Meigs case. I have gone into that case to 
this extent: He was investigated, and under investigation he resigned. 
Then he did exactly what is stated here. He went over to the Army, 
and said, “I have resigned from the State Department. I am a GS- 
12”—or whatever he happens to be—and he was entitled to work over 
there under civil-service priority rules. 

The Army took him, and then spent a considerable amount of time, 
and went to a lot of expense to initiate loyalty proceedings, have the 
hearing, and get rid of the man. 

Now, that is not any criticism of you. It is my criticism of the 
loyalty review board, and I am just wondering whether we should 
not do something about that. 

Mr. Houmerstne. What I would s , Senator, is that maybe 
these other departments should follow the same practice we do. 

Senator McCartuy. My God; no. 

Mr. Humetsrne. We check with the Civil Service Commission and : 
find out whether the person has worked for another agency. Ifso,. § 
we check with the other agency to find out what the reason was for this E 
person leaving. I would suggest that these other Departments cer- 
tainly ought to do the same thing. 














DISCUSSION OF PROCEDURE IN DISCHARGES 


Senator McCarruy. Wait a minute. We are not talking about the 
State Department hearing. Let us say that Mr. Snow is now investi- 
gating John Jones because of communistic activities. Under the pres- 
ent practice, not according to McCarthy, but according to the Review 
Board, that man can resign and there is nothing put in his record to 
show that he resigned as a result of an investigation. The Civil 
Service Commission has never had the case, so that the only way they k 
can find out that this man was being adversely considered would be E 
to come over and check with Mr. Snow or check with you. 

Now, let us take the Stone case. If they had checked with you the 
would have gotten the answer from you that he had been olnlined. 
There would be nothing to indicate that he might be adversely ruled 
against. 

hie: Humetstne. No, sir; they would not have gotten that answer, 
Senator. 
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Senator McCarruy. Well, I got it from you. 

Mr. Humetstne. No, sir: they would have gotten this answer: They 
would have been told that Mr. Stone was cleared by the State Depart- 
ment but that his case was at the Loyalty Review Board for post- 
auditing. That is what they would have been told. 

Senator McCarruy. That would have been insufficient, you see. 

Mr. Humerstne. Maybe it would have been insufficient, but it is 
exactly what occurred. 

Senator McCarruy. Let us say that I am hiring William T. Stone, 
and that I come to you and you say that he was cleared by the State 
Department Loyalty Board under the new rules, and you say that it 
is just a formality. 

Mr. Humetsine. No. 

Senator McCarruy. Let me finish. It is a formality that the 
case goes to the Bingham Board. 

Mr. Humersine. No; it is a requirement. There is a difference 
between a formality and a requirement. 

Senator McCarriry. Every case would go there ? 

Mr. Humesine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. And so the fact that the case went there would 
indicate nothing, would indicate that there was nothing wrong? Is 
that the information you would have given me ? 

Mr. Humesstne. Under the rules. 

Senator McCarrny. Under the rules it went to the Review Board. 

Now, today, after much cross-examining, we find that what I said 
the other day is true, that Stone was up before the panel of the Re- 
view Board, that they decided that the State Department’s board had 
not done a thorough job. ‘They said, “We want a further investigation 
and we are going to submit this to a panel of the Review Board.” 

Mr. Humersinr. You may be wt extra words there, to the 
thing. 

Senator McCarruy. What am I adding that is extra? 

Mr. Humetstine. For instance, that is a normal function of the 
Review Board in considering a case. It is a normal function of the 
Review Board to send a case to the panel if they want to develop 
the case further, That is not unusual. That is a part of the pro- 
gram that is laid out. 

Senator McCarrny. Am I right in saying that the only time they 
do that is when they are dissatisfied with Mr. Snow’s board’s ruling? 

Mr. Humerstne. When they want further clarification of a case on 
their own. We make no contention that we are 100-percent perfect. 

That is why you have a review. 

Senator McCarrny Mr. Humelsine, my question is this: Why do 
you not think it would be a good idea to have all of that in a man’s 
record so that some other Government agency would know it? 

Mr. Humerstne. Mr. Boykin would like to answer that. 

Mr. Bork. Senator, on all investigations that we make—— 

Senator McCarran. Before you proceed, may we have your name! 

Mr. Boykin. I am Sam Boykin. 

Senator McCarrnuy. What is your position over there? 

Mr. Boyxrn. I am Director of the Office of Security and Consular 
Affairs. I have under me the Division of Security of which Mr. 
Nicholson is the Chief. Also, fortunately, I have the Passport Divi. 
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sion, Senator, and the Visa Division as well as the Munitions Division 
and the Division of Protective Services. 

Senator McCarran. Well, now, right here, before you go into that, 
gentlemen, this committee is going to reconvene at 2:30, and I think 
we had better recess now, 

At 2:30, we will go on with your answer, if you please. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. I think that would be better. 

Mr. Boyxkry. All right, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCarran. We will recess now until 2:30. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The hearing was resumed at 2:30 p. m., upon the expiration of 
the recess. ) 
Senator McCarran. The subcommittee will come to order. 


LOYALTY AND SECURITY INVESTIGATION 


(See also p. 962) 


Mr. Humelsine, you may proceed with your explanation. 

Mr. Hume sine. Senator Saltonstall asked us to break those figures 
down. We had not finished this other chart. We had gotten to this 
point on this chart on a loyalty case, what happened on an adverse 
decision, and on an adverse decision we indicated there was an appeal 
to the Secretary, and after that a post audit by the Central Board; 
that if the person was cleared here, then there was no appeal to the 
Secretary but there was a post audit by the President’s Board. Even 
after a post audit takes place, an employee is subject to reinvestigation. 

We try to pick out a few at random through the files each year and 
investigate them, trying to keep our investigations as current as we 
can within the limitations of the staff. 

Senator McCarran. I am interested in that group that is supposed 
to be separated. Does that mean that they are through in the State 
Department # 

Mr. Humersine. Yes, sir. That means they are through in Gov- 
ernment. 

Senator Fercuson. You do not mean that, do you? 

Mr. Hume.sine. Yes, sir, on a security risk they are through in the 
Government. That is my understanding. 

Senator Frercuson. If they resign? 

Mr. Humecstne. I am talking about those on whom a determi- 
nation has been made. 

Senator McCarran. Even those that are cleared and are separated, 
you do not know where they go? 

Mr. Humenstne. The ones that are cleared stay with us. 

Senator McCarran. But the ones that are separated ? 

Mr. Hume.sine. I do not know where they go. 

Senator Fereuson. Could they go in Government ? 

Mr. Humexstne. Not if the Government agency concerned carries 
out an investigation. 

Senator Frrcuson. Let us take Mr. X. He has an adverse decision 
on security and his services are terminated. He goes over to the 
Department of Commerce. What do they do? 
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Mr. Humersine. I do not know what they do. I know what we do. 

Mr. Boykin. I can give you an idea what we do. 

Senator Frrcuson. What comes to the Commerce people ? 

Mr. Houmetstne. We notify the Civil Service Commission that this 
man has been separated, found to be a security risk in the Department 
of State, and has been separated. Then proper notations of course 
are made in our security files. 

Senator Frreuson. Let us take a man from the Department of Com- 
merce coming over to your Department. 

Mr. Humetsine. A man from the Department of Commerce comes 
over to the State Department ? 

Senator Frereuson. Does he start all over? 

Mr. Hume sine. If a man comes to the Department for a job, we 
check to see whether he has had any investigation. If he has had an 
investigation, we get hold of that. We check with the Department of 
Commerce and their security office, and ask, “Did this man leave your 
Department under proper circumstances ?” 

Senator Fercuson. Do you know what they do with yours? 

Mr. Humetsrne. I do not know. 

Mr. Borxrn. I can tell you what I believe takes place. With re- 
spect to all investigations that we make, we notify the Civil Service 
Commission that we have made these investigations. We send them a 
card with the name of the person and the date of the investigation. 
That is done so that when anyone applies to another Government 
agency for a position, the Government agency can go to the Civil 
Service Commission and ask them if there has been an investigation 
on an individual. The Civil Service Commission comes across Mr. X, 
who formerly has been in the State Department, and will say, “Yes, 
the State Department made an investigation on Mr. X on such and 
such a date.” 

That allows the Department of Commerce or any other agency to 
come to the Department of State, to the Division of Security, identify 
themselves properly through the showing of proper credentials, and 
the Division of Security then takes their raw security file and turns 
it over to the representative of the other Government agency. That 
representative has free access to review that file to his heart’s content. 
He has access to all the State Department’s security information prior 
to the time the man is hired. In that way we make our files available. 

Senator Frereauson. Has this Security Division examined other 
agencies’ files? 

Mr. Humetsrne. Yes, sir. 


JOB APPLICANTS UNDER INVESTIGATION IN ANOTHER AGENCY 


Senator Ferauson. Have you ever had anybody come over and ask 
for a job who has been under investigation in another Department? 

Mr. Humensine. Yes. Last year there were 17,000 investigations 
of our security files. Seventeen thousand times people came over or 
‘alled or made an inquiry at our Security Division about an individual. 

Senator Frrevson. How could that be possible? How many people 
have been in your Department and got out? 

Mr. Humetsine. I would say probably 25,000 in the last 1U years 

Senator Frreuson. But they would not investigate your securitv 
files back 10 years, would they ? 
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Mr. Houmetstine. Certainly. Every security file we ever had is 
available, Senator. In other words, those 17,000 include people who 
were not in our files. They would call up and say, “We are going to 
hire so and so. Has he ever worked for the State Department? Is 
there anything in your files?” 

The answer could be either “Yes, there is something in the file,” or 
“No, we have nothing in the file on that man, he never worked here.” 


STATUS OF SUSPENDED EMPLOYEES 


Senator Fereuson. Do you know whether any of these 265 here 
are in the Government ? 

Mr. Humetstne. Not to my knowledge, Senator. 

Senator Fereuson. How can we find out? 

Mr. Boyxrn. Ten of them are still in the State Department. 

Mr. Humetsrne. Ten are suspended. 

Senator Fercuson. But even those who are suspended may be work- 
ing for other departments ? 

Mr. Humetstne. That, I do not know. 

Senator Fercuson. How can we find out? 

Mr. Nicuotson. We can ask the Civil Service Commission. 

Senator Fercuson. They could ascertain that? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. They should be able to. 

Senator Fercuson. Does the Civil Service Commission keep track 
of every one of your employees? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Frrcuson. Why does it take the Byrd committee so long 
to get the number of employees ? 

Mr. Humetstne. Because I imagine the Byrd committee wants an 
accurate check as of a particular moment. 

Senator Fercuson. That is what I am getting at. It is a month 
before they get it. 

Mr. Humetstne. I do not know whether the Civil Service Commis- 
sion keeps their records in such a way that they can give that partic- 
ular information. I just do not know. 

Senator Fercuson. Will you find out for the record how many of 
these people are or are not on the Government payroll ? 

Mr. Humetstne. I would guess as far as we know there are none. 

(See p. 1389.) 

We will check with the Civil Service Commission to see if they can 
ascertain the answer to that question. 

Senator Frrcuson. And whether that is an easy matter for them 
to ascertain ? 

Senator SauronstaLu. Mr. Humelsine, I hold in my hand a piece of 
paper or a memorandum that you worked up over the recess, headed, 
“Adverse determinations by the Loyalty Security Board of the De- 
partment of State.” 

Has that been put in the record ? 

Mr. Humetstne. No, sir. 

Senator SautonsraLL. Would that not be helpful to put in the rec- 
ord, Mr. Chairman ¢ 

Senator McCarran. It may be put in the record. 
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(The memorandum referred to follows :) 


Department of State adverse determinations 


1. Adverse determinations by State Department Loyalty Security Board... 26 
(a) Loyalty (HO9835) cases determined to be security risks._._..6. 11 
(Di BOCES TOCRTET DOCG Reiccunidientnntanmnadoncmanannns 3 
(c) Security cases determined to be security risks_.__._..------ 12 


2. Cases adjudicated favorably by State Department but reversed by 
en cay ON’. Tr ra tlic ceechan iphone 


i i a i ld tales Lacie nnn hema nigat eerie 27 


Senator Satronsraty. Under “(b)” you say, “Adverse loyalty de- 
cisions.” Was not one of those decisions turned over by the Secretary 
himself, or was that on the security ¢ 

Mr. Humexstne. No, the security case was found by our Security 
Board but was reversed by the Secretary. 

Is that case in the 26% It is not, is it? 

Mr. Boryx1n. It is not an adverse decision. 

Senator Satronsrauu. I see. If we include the Clubb case, there 
would be 27 cases here ¢ 

Mr. Humetstne. There would be 26. The Service case is 27 and 
the Clubb case would be 28. 

Senator SaLronsTau.. So that the Clubb case is not shown in the 26 
because while the Loyalty Security Board found that he was a bad 
security risk, the Secretary reversed the Board? 

Mr. Hume sine. I am wrong; it is the opposite of that. The Clubb 
case is included in there because that is the record of the Loyalty 
Security Board that we are talking about here. 

Senator SaLToNstaL.. So that actually, then, where the Loyalty 
Security Board determined 12 cases adversely on security and 3 cases 
adversely on loyalty, one of those cases was reversed by the Secretary, 
so that actually instead of 15 being fired or being found adverse, there 
were 14 as a final result ? 

Mr. Humetstne. That is correct. 

Senator Sauronstatyt. So there were three fired for loyalty rea- 
sons——- 

Mr. Hume sine. They have not been fired. Three have been found 
by the Board. They are on a suspended basis and the cases are still 
in a. 

Senator SatronsraLu. And 12 on security, but of those 12, only 11 
an actually gone out because the Secretary found the other way on 
one 

Mr. Humerstnr. Let me try again. 

Senator McCarrny. Are those three that were separated under loy- 
alty included in the list of names I gave the Tydings committee? 

Mr. Humetstine. I do not believe so. 

Senator McCartny. Have you checked all the names? 

Mr. Humetsrne. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Do you know how many ? 

Mr. Homersine. Your figures are probably more accurate than 
mine. 

Senator McCarruy. You say you checked the list that I gave the 
Tydings committee ? 
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Mr. Boyxrn. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. And the three that were ordered discharged 
are not on that list? 

Mr. Boykin. That is right. 

Senator McCartrny. You are sure of that? 

Mr. Boyxtn. Yes, sir. 


EXPLANATION OF MEMORANDUM 


Senator SatronsraLu. Mr. Chairman, I will ask Mr. Humelsine this 
question, because I do not want to cost the Government. a whole lot on 
stenographic bills. 

Will you explain this memorandum that is now in the record? 

Mr. Humetsrne. Let us forget everything that has gone on before. 

Of the individuals that have been charged only on security grounds, 
we have made 12 adverse findings. In other words, with respect to 
the people that have been charged only on security grounds, there 
have been 12 adverse findings. 

That explains that. 

Senator Green. That does not explain it to me. You say charged 
only on security grounds. Suppose a man is charged on security 
grounds and something else, then he is not included? 

Mr. Humexsine. That is another category, Senator. 

Do you understand that, Senator? 

Senator Sauronstatn. Yes, thank goodness. 

Mr. Humetsrne. Then of all the people who have been handled in 
the loyalty security process here, and have been handled by this par- 
ticular board, under the loyalty channel, there have been found 
against, 11 for security and 3 for loyalty. 

Now, of all of those that have been completely processed all but one 
have been found finally in the same way that the loyalty security 
board found. That one case is the Clubb case where the Secretary 
reversed the board’s findings. 

Senator McCartiy. Who were the other 11? 

Mr. Humetsinr. The other 11 cases, Senator, 1 could not give. 
I could not answer that. 


PRESIDENTIAL ORDER ON LOYALTY INFORMATION 


Senator McCarruy. On what theory can you not give them—under 
the Presidential order ? 

Mr. Humerstne. Under the Presidential order. 

Senator McCarrny. Isthat why you cannot give them ? 

Mr. Humetsrine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Mr, Chairman, I have read this Presidential 
order very carefully. The Chair may not want to go into this at this 
time, but in view of the fact that the Chair has asked this witness to 
supply the names of all the cases that have resigned, who are getting 
pensions at this time—— 

Mr. Humetstne. No, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. Let me finish my statement. 

I think it is important to carefully read this Presidential order. 
The Presidential order provides that Mr. Humelsine, or anyone in his 
position, cannot give information relative to the loyalty of employees 
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or prospective employees. There is nothing about those who have 
been discharged. §, I do not think he can refuse to give us this infor- 
mation on the grounds that they are employees, and certainly not 
prospective employees if they are through with the Government. 

Mr. Humetsine. You have not asked me, Senator, by name, to 
respond to a question. You asked me for 11 names of individuals that 
have been mentioned by me only in a statistical sense. Also, you made 
the statement, and as part of your statement you said these people are 
drawing pensions. None of those people are drawing a pension that 
I have talked about except Mr. Clubb. He is the only person involved 
in this whole thing, to my knowledge, who is drawing a pension. 

Senator McCarruy. None of the 54 who resigned 

Mr. Hvumetsine. No, sir; none of the 54 who resigned while in the 
security loyalty process is drawing a pension except Mr. Clubb. 

Senator McCarran. Our attention is drawn to the fact that he 
really is not drawing a pension; he is drawing what is known as an 
annuity. 

Mr. Humerstne. That is right. Iam sorry, sir. 

Senator McCarran. It amounts to the same thing. 

Mr. Humetrstne. I used “pension” in the broad sense of the word. 


PERSONNEL WHO RESIGNED UNDER INVESTIGATION 
(See p. 1389) 


Senator McCarrnuy. Mr. Chairman, I am inclined to think that the 
committee should ask for the names of the 54 who resigned while they 
were under loyalty investigation. 

Senator Frrevson. I have already asked for those. I have not 
received an answer. 

Senator McCarrry. I am inclined to think also we should insist 
that they be produced and that this order cannot be used as an excuse. 

At the same time, I do not think we should put Mr. Humelsine in 
the position of being forced to perform an act which he thinks is a 
violation of the Presidential order. I think if he feels that the Presi- 
dent’s order also precludes him from giving information about in- 
dividuals who resigned under pressure of a loyalty investigation, that 
then he must get such an interpretation from the President. Other- 
wise, I think we should insist that the names be given because he is 
not forbidden to give them under this order; and if he refuses to give 
them, in the absence of a letter from the President interpeting it as he 
thinks it should be interpreted, I think we should follow the usual 
committee procedure when a witness refuses to give information. 

Senator McCarran. What do you mean by that ? 


SUGGESTED CONTEMPT CITATION 


Senator McCarrny. I think he should be found in contempt of the 
comunittee, 

Let me make it clear that I do not think we should find you in con- 
tempt until you have had a chance to get from the President a con- 
firmation of what you think the order is. I do not think we should 
let a witness come before the committee and say, “I cannot give that 
because the President’s order says I cannot give the information.” 

Mr. Hume stne. Senator, I do not want to be in contempt of this 
committee unless T have to. 
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Senator McCarran. What I do not propose to do, if I can avoid it, 
is to make Mr. Humelsine a whipping boy for the Department. 

Mr. Hume sine. I believe I can get what you want. I think I can 
get that for you, sir. 

Seantor McCarruy. Mr. Chairman, I was not suggesting that this 
man be in any way remotely punished for something he is ordered to 
do. However, I think when Mr. Humelsine or anyone, no matter how 
innocent he is, no matter how well meaning, comes before the com- 
mittee and says, “Now, I interpret the order under which I am oper- 
ating to prevent me from giving information,” if the order on its face 
does not in fact do so, then, I think the witness should be required 
at least to get a letter or something from his Department head. The 
question is not for his determination. 

Senator McCarran. That is all right. 

Mr. Humenstne. That is absolutely fair, and I shall be glad to do 
that. 

My honest understanding is that I cannot respond to that question. 
I would like to get further interpretation if I can, and I will. 

Senator Green. Would it make the record clear if you read the 
words in controversy ¢ 


PRESIDENTIAL ORDER CITED 


Senator McCarruy. On page 209 of the hearing the President’s 
order is set out verbatim, and about the tenth line down it provides: 

For these reasons and in accordance with long-established policy, the reports 
rendered by the FBI and other investigative agencies of the legislative branch 
are to be regarded as confidential, all reports, records, and files relative to the 
loyalty of employees or prospective employees. 

I was just pointing out that this would not refer to anyone who is 
not a ponnnaeere employee. 

Senator McCarran. I think the Senator has something in his inter- 
pretation of the order, but I wanted to project my thoughts that it 
could be clarified, 

Senator Green. The point that the Senator raises is that “em- 
ployees” means present employees and not past employees? 

Senator McCarrny. Yes. 

Senator McCarran. Or prospective employees. 

Senator Green. No; “or prospective employees” is used here in the 
letter itself. It says “employees or prospective employees.” 

As I understand, he can construe employees to mean present em- 
ployees and not past employees. 

Senator McCarran. No; he said we should have the names of past 
employees who were removed for cause. 

Those who are employees or who were employees and were not re- 
moved for cause or who are prospective employees come within the 
President’s order. That is his position. 

Senator Frrcuson. Does not it seem a strange thing that a man 
may be in a department and the legislative body cannot find out 
whether that man resigned? That is what this order amounts to. 

Mr. Humetsrne. Senator, if you asked me for a case by name—— 

Senator Fereuson. You make it impossible. I do not know it by 
name. I would not have to ask you if I knew his name. I could find 
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out whether or not he is working down there. Then I could go over 
and see whether he was on the payroll and I would not need your 
information. 

Mr. Humetsine. I think the President’s position on this or the posi- 
tion of the administration on this is that this should be a confidential 
process as far as the individual is concerned; that if you raise the 
man’s name, if he is an innocent man and his name has been raised in 
connection with loyalty security matters, then he is smeared with 
this thing even though «a may be innocent. 

Senator Ferauson. But there you discharge him for security. 

Senator McCarran. Therefore he is no longer innocent. 

Senator Frrauson. Therefore he is not innocent. And you might 
discharge him for loyalty and we could not find it out. 


CLARIFICATION OF REQUEST 


Mr. Humetstine. I think we had better clarify what you are asking 
for to make sure I respond correctly to Senator McCarthy’s request. 
When I say these people have been found against, now some of those 
are still in the appeal procedure. Are you asking for those or merely 
asking for the ones that have been separated ¢ 

Senator McCartrny. The information to which I think the com- 
mittee is entitled. I assume some of this information you cannot give 
this committee under this order, but the information which I think the 
committee should insist upon would be: No. 1, the names of all those 
against whom letters of charges were filed; No. 2, what happened in 
each case; which ones have resigned, which ones are in the State De- 
partment, which have gotten employment in some other department. 
I am particularly interested in the 54 who resigned while their cases 
were pending. I would like to know what has happened to those. 
Are they working in some other Department? Some of them, for 
example, I know are here on the Hill working on committees. We 
are entitled to know those names for the protection of this Congress, 
for the protection of the country. I thmk the committee should in- 
sist on those names. That is my position. 

Mr. Hume sine. I understand your question, sir, and my impres- 
sion still is that I cannot give that under the President’s directive. I 
will try to see what I can find out. 

Senator McCarran. When Mr. Humelsine concludes with his charts, 
I am going to ask him to process Mr. Clubb, beginning right at the 
beginning and going through this process with Mr. Clubb. 

Mr. Humenstne. With Mr. Clubb? 

Senator McCarran. Yes. 

Mr. Humensine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Then I may have another name, too. I do not 
want to interrupt until he is through with his charts. 

Mr. Humensine. Now, Mr. Clubb came under the loyalty security 
program last summer. 

Senator SattonsraLy. Did you mean to say that he should finish 
his chart first ¢ 

Senator McCarran. Yes. 

Mr. Humenstne. I have finished this chart. 

, Senator Frrevuson. I would like to ask a couple of questions on that 
chart. 
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If you channel a person from the loyalty channels, before you come 
to that caret, “Possible precautionary action,” then the appeal board 
cannot reach the man? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator Frercvuson. That is true? 

Mr. Hume sine. No, sir; that is not correct. 

Senator Frerauson. If he has been at all in the loyalty channel? 

Mr. Humersine. He cannot get out of it. 

Senator Feravson. He can never get out of being post-audited ¢ 

Mr. Humenstne. That is right. 

Senator Frerauson. So there would be 12 people in the security 
channel ? 

Mr. Hume rstnr. There were 12 found against but there were 
A 

Senator Fercuson. Fifty-three in that channel and they never got, 
they could not get, up to the loyalty appeal board ? 

Mr. Humexstne. Unless charged on a loyalty basis. 

Senator McCartny. I think you are giving the Senator some in- 
formation that may not be accurate. Do I understand your testi- 
mony to be that if a man is charged with disloyalty and he is finally 
discharged on security grounds, the Bingham Board can order him 
discharged because he is a bad security risk? 

Mr. Humetstinr. No, sir; I did not say that. I said the Bingham 
Board had a chance to post-audit it on the basis of loyalty. 

Senator McCarrny. I think Senator Ferguson may not have gotten 
that. 

Senator Fercuson. I got it. 

Senator McCarrny. The Bingham Board has no power whatsoeve* 
except insofar as loyalty is concerned ? 

Mr. Hume sine. That is right. 


DISCHARGE UNDER M’CARRAN AMENDMENT 


Senator Frereuson. Now, on how many people have you exercised 
the right of discharge under the McCarran amendment ¢ 

Mr. Boyxry. Two have been discharged under the McCarran 
amendment. 

Senator Fercuson. Since it has been in existence? 

Mr. Hometsine. The answer is “Two.” 

Senator Ferguson. Was Marazani one of them? 

Mr. Borxrn. No, sir; I do not think he was. 

Senator Fereuson. Can you give us the names of those two? 

Mr. Humetstne. I think that falls under the same restriction, Sen- 
ator. 

Senator Fercuson. Now, anybody discharged under the McCarran 
rider cannot be post-audited by the appeals board, he has no appeal? 

Mr. Humensine. That is absolute; he is through. 

Senator Frercuson. He is through without appeal ? 

Mr. Hometstnr. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator Frercuson. So that if you had wanted to exercise the right 
of discharge, you could do it? 

Mr. Humerstne. Under the McCarran amendment we could. 

Senator Frrevson. And an appeal could not stop it? 
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Mr. Humetsine. That is the law and under the McCarran rider we 
can summarily dismiss, and there is no appeal. 

Senator Frercuson. There is no back pay or anything else? 

Mr. Humetstne. Even under the McCarran amendment, he would 
get paid for any accumulated leave he had, because that is something 
that he would have earned prior to the adverse decision. 

Senator Fereuson. Would he get a pension ? 

Mr. Humetsine. No, sir. 

Senator Frerauson. Or annuity ¢ 

Mr. Humetsine. Not under the McCarran amendment, he could 
not get a pension. 

Senator Frrevson. But he would get what is known as leave pay / 

Mr. Humetstne. He would get what is known as leave. 

Senator McCarran. All right, Mr. Humelsine. 

Mr. Humetsine. Would you want me to go through the Clubb 
case now ? 


PROCEDURE OF LOYALTY BOARD UNDER EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 9835 


Senator McCarran. Finish your charts. Finish your processing 
and then go back to your original chart and refer to Clubb. 

Mr. Hume sine. This third chart shows the procedure for handling 
eases under Executive Order No. 9835 since March 21, 1947. This 
shows how the Loyalty-Security Board handles a case. 

What happens is this: a case is in the loyalty-security channel. 
These investigative reports are all available. They include the FBI, 
full field investigation, investigative reports if they are available 
from the Army, Navy, or any other intelligence organization, every- 
thing that we have on the individual. 

Senator Fereuson. Can you go to G-2 or any of the others? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir; we can go to G-2. 

Senator Frravson. Or CIA? 

Mr. Humetstne. CIA, anybody. We not only can but we do. We 
get everything that is available to the Government that bears on this 
particular individual. 

Senator Fercuson. Now, is this true, that if you do not make the 
allegation in the loyalty complaint or in the security complaint, then 
that item is not considered ? 

Mr. Hometsine. No, that is not correct. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator McCarran. Now, go ahead with your explanation. 

Mr. Hemerstne. All of these reports are available to the board. 
The board is made up of a chairman and two members. There is a 
panel of about 25 departmental officers from which the chairman selects 
individuals to set up these boards. We will supply the names and bio- 
graphic sketches of those 25 individuals for the record if it is your 
desire, Mr. Chairman. 

The chairman and the two members of the panel study these records 
individually. In other words, each one of the three men studies a 
complete record of the case. Then the panel sits down as a group and 
discusses the case. 

Senator Frravson. Who clears the Board? 

Mr. Hemetstne. I clear the board, I suppose you would say, because 
IT have the Security Division looking into it most carefully. 
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Senator Frrauson. Who clears the Security Division ? 

Mr. Humetstne. Who clears the Security Division? 

Senator Frereuson. Yes. 

Mr. Humetstng. Mr. Nicholson clears the Security Division. 

Senator Fereuson. He is the man that goes over that ? 

Mr. Humenstne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ferguson. And you go over all of it? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. This is what I do. General Snow says 
he needs an additional member, or someone leaves, goes to foreign 
service. We have to keep the board up to strength. So I consult with 
Mr. Boykin and Mr. Nicholson and we pick an officer. Then we run a 
check on him and go over the file again. Then if we find he is abso- 
lutely clear and clean and the best possible man we think we can get, 
we put him on the board. ; 

Senator Fercuson. Does anybody clear the Appeal Board? 

Mr. Humensrne. I think that the Civil Service Commission clears 
the Review Board. 

Senator Frrcuson. Did they not have one member at one time re- 
sign ? 

Mr. Humetstne. I do not know, sir. 

Senator Frercuson. Do you know if they had one member resign ¢ 

Mr. Snow. I do not know, sir. 


DECISION AFTER REVIEW 


Mr. Humexsine. After individual study, then the Board considers 
the case. As a result of that, they decide on an action. That action 
can be one of three alternatives. It can be alternative A, in which, as 
a result of this process, they clear the man. They have considered all 
this and they say in their judgment the man is neither a security nor 
loyalty risk. That is one alternative. 

Senator Fercuson. They do not consider the McCarran rider? 

Mr. Humetstne. They do not consider the McCarran rider because 
their job is to make a determination as to whether the man is a security 
risk or a loyalty risk. 

It is my job to decide what we do with the man as far as the Mc- 
Carran rider is concerned. 

Senator Ferauson. If they clear him, you do not get it? 
mes Humetsine. No. If they clear him, I do not get it; that is on 
oyaity. 

Senator Frercuson. Yes. Do you get him on security if they clear 
him ¢ 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir; we review the case. 

The second alternative they have is to ask for a further investiga- 
tion as a result of their consideration; there are certain things that 
worry them, let us say. They ask the FBI to run a further investi- 
gation, they are worried about a certain point or points, or they may 
want to have questions put to the individual. 

Now, at this stage, they put questions to an individual by interroga- 
tory. In other words, they write him a letter and say, in effect: “We 
have this piece of information which is an allegation. Will you an- 
swer that and tell us whether you can explain the circumstances ?” 

As a result of this stage, he can be cleared at this point or he can be 
charged. 
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Now, the third alternative is a charge. If he does not get by this 
particular step in the process, then a charge is made against him. That 
is a formal charge. 


LETTER OF CHARGES 


Senator McCarruy. That is what you call a letter of charges? 

Mr. Humetsrner. A letter of charges; yes, sir. As a result of that 
letter of charges, a hearing is held. 

Senator McCartuy. May I interrupt at this point? 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCartity. Mr. Snow says that letters of charges are filed 
only when there is reasonable doubt there is a loyalty or security 
risk. 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. 


ACCESS TO SECRET MATERIAL 


Senator MoCarruy. No. 2, do you always deny a man access to 
classified material when letters of charges are filed ? 

Mr. Humetstne. It depends on the circumstances in the individual 
case. In other words, when letters of charges are filed, at that point 
you do not automatically suspend an individual. You may or you 
may not at that point. 

Senator McCarry. I wrote you some time ago in regard to certain 
individuals against whom letters of charges had been filed, and asked 
you whether or not you were denying them access to secret material. 

Mr. Humetsrne. I believe in those two cases, if I recall, we did. 

Senator McCarrny. I gave you 26 cases. You answered and said 
that in some cases you were denying them access and others you were 
not. 

I am wondering now, if you can tell us, after you have decided there 
is reasonable doubt of a man’s loyalty or security, even though he may 
be ultimately cleared, why you do not deny him access to top-secret 
material unless he is at least cleared ? 

Mr. Humexstne. We have not decided at this point where there is 
reasonable doubt as to the man’s security and loyalty. Ata later stage 
is where that particular determination might be made. At this stage 
it is determined that we cannot clear this case up without having a 
formal hearing. 

Senator McCarruy. I just read to you what General Snow had to 
say. I ask you if you agree with this. He says, on page 6 of his 
speech : 

It 1s only in cases where there is reasonable doubt as to loyalty or security risk 
that a case comes on for hearing. 

My question is this: If you have reasonable doubt about a man’s 
loyalty 7 his security, why do you still give him access to secret 
materia 

Mr. Humetsrne. If we have a reasonable doubt as to a man’s secu- 
rity or reasonable doubt as to a man’s loyalty, we suspend him. 

Senator McCarruy. If you have sonnei doubt, you file charges? 

Mr. Humetsine. At that point you cannot have doubt or you can 
have doubt. It depends on the situation. For instance, you know at 
that point that in order to clear this case up, you are going to have to 
have a hearing and actually talk to the man. 
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Senator McCarruy. Let us take that. You would not file charges 
against him under loyalty proceedings unless there was some evidence 
of disloyalty; is that right? 

Mr. Humexsine. Allegation of disloyalty. 

Senator McCarruy. Allegation of disloyalty. 

So that would raise a doubt in a normal man’s mind. Allegations 
of Communist activity are enough to give you reason to file formal 
charges. You have had two chances to clear him before that and sub- 
mitted interrogations. 

Mr. Humetstne. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. And you have not cleared him. My question 
is: Under what conceivable reason do you still give him access to secret 
material ¢ 

Mr. Humetstne. It would depend entirely on the case. If it were 
a case where it appeared to be against the national interest to allow 
that man to continue functioning in his job, we would suspend him. 

If, on the other hand, we have been having this hearing in order to 
get to certain facts that we wanted to clarify on the thing, we would 
not. suspend him. It would have to be handled and is handled on an 
individual basis. 

Senator McCarruy. Can you give us any estimate roughly, as to 
the percentage of the 851 cases in which charges were filed of those 
in which you denied the persons charged with access to secret material 

Mr. Humetsine. I can get you a report on that, ves, sir; but not all 
851 were “charged.” 

Senator McCarruy. Well, you could not give us any estimate, 
offhand ? 

Mr. Humetstnp. I do not know that, offhand. 


THE HERBERT FIERST CASE 


Senator McCarruy. | have just one or two further questions, Mr. 
Chairman. 

You say that if we ask you about certain individuals you can tell us 
the status of the case. How about the case of Herbert Fierst? Letters 
of charges were filed against him. The old Richardson Board had re- 
fused to approve the Fierst case on post audit. They sent it back to 
the State Department Board. The State Department Board reex- 
amined the case and closed it, and then reopened it again last year 
Can you give us the status of that case ? 

Mr. Humensine. I will have to check on that for you. 

Senator McCartuy. Would Mr. Snow know ? 

Mr. Humetsine. I would like to explain, I do not know whether 
Mr. Snow can answer that. The ruling on that is this: 

If you ask for a case by name, if it is a completed case, if it is a 
case that has been post-audited by the Bingham Board, then I ain 
allowed to provide you an index of that case, in other words, a status 
report on that case. 

Senator McCarran. What do you mean by an index? 
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Mr. Humeusine. An index, I believe, means the various steps in 
that case, Senator. In other words, when was the hearing held and 
a résumé of the steps in the case. How did the State Department find 
onhim? How did the Review Board find ¢ 

Senator McCarruy,. Nota transcript of the proceedings ¢ 

Mr. Humetstne. No, sir. You cannot have any of those under the 
Presidential directive. 

Now, if it is a case in process somewhere, then you have to put that 
queen to the Central Board. That is an old regulation. That is 

regulation 45 of the Civil Service Review Board under Mr. Bingham. 

Now, what I will do, in the light of your question as to Mr. Fierst, 
is to ascertain whether that is a completed case. Then I will be 
able to give you an index on it. If it is not a completed case, then 
we will have to put the question to Mr. Bingham. 


STATUS OF CASES 


Senator McCarruy. Could you do the same thing with regard to 
the other 25 cases I asked you about in my last correspondence ? 

Mr. Humetsine. Would you give me those by name, Senator, or 
give me a notation so that I will know which ones they are? 

Senator McCarruy. With the Chair’s permission, I will give that 
to you in half a minute. 

Mr. Hume:sine. I do not need it now, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCarruy. I would like to have them read into the ree- 
ord. These are the cases: 


Herbert Fierst Daniel F. Morgolies 
John Carter Vincen* William T. Stone 
faldore Hanson Robert Warren Barnett 
Fsther Brunauer Mrs. Robert Warren Barnett (also 
Frances M. Tuchser known as Patricia G. Barnett) 
Marcia Ruth Harrison Sylvia Shimmel 
Philip Jessup Philip Raine 
Edward Posniak Val R. Lorwin 
Nelson Chipchin Gertrude Cameron (also known as 
Ester Les (also known as Lester Less Gertrude G., Cameron) 
Kopelewich ) Paul A. Lifantieff-Lee 
Hans Lansberg Franz Leopold Neumann 
Robert Ross John Paton Davies, Jr. 
Ella M, Montague John Tipton Fishburn 
Olga F. Ossnatch Victor Myron Hunt 
Stella Gordon (also known as Estelle Arpad Erdos 
Gordon) ( 


Senator McCarran. That is correspondence that you had with the 
State Department ? 

Senator McCarruy. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCarran. Now, gentlemen, I should have brought to 
your attention that I have a meeting in my office at 4 o'clock, or there- 
abouts, and I think we will have to recess until tomorrow morning. 

Senator Sauronstaty. Mr. Chairman, might I most respectfully 
ask whether you could give Mr. Humelsine 2 minutes more so that 
he could complete his explanation as he has gotten as far as the word 
“hearing.” 

Senator McCarran. Yes. 
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Senator Satronsraun. Will you just briefly complete that, Mr. 
Humelsine? 


PROCEDURE ON EMPLOYEES UNDER CHARGES 


Mr. Humessrne. The hearing is held. The employee has certain 
rights under that hearing. He gets specific written charges which 
are made against him. 

He is given time for preparation of his reply to those charges. He 
can make a written daly to the charges. He can be represented by 
a lawyer of his own choosing. He can call witnesses to appear in 
his behalf. He can testify in his own behalf. He can introduce 
exhibits. He can obtain and correct the transcript. That is, he can- 
not change it in substance, but he can obtain the transcript and make 
sure that everything that he said is correctly reported. 

Then, as a result of that hearing, which is a hearing by the chair- 
man and two members of the panel, the three-man board, there is 
a recommended action, That action is to either clear the man or to 
find reasonable doubt as to his loyalty or to his security. In that 
case he is separated. If he is separated, he has an appeal only to 
the Secretary in security cases. If the Secretary agrees with the 
finding of the board, that is final. 

Senator SarronsTauu. And there has only been one case in which 
he has not agreed with the finding ¢ 

Mr. Humetsine. There has been only one case in which he dis- 
agreed, and that is the Clubb case. 

If it is a loyalty case, the individual has an appeal to the Secretary, 
and in addition to that, after that appeal, there is a review by the 
Civil Service Loyalty Review Board under Mr. Bingham. 

If it is a cleared case, on loyalty, it is still post-audited, even though 
it has been cleared, by the Bingham Board, the Review Board. They 
either aflirm the decision of the State Department or object to it. 

In certain cases they may send it back for further hearing. 

Then after that, while the man has been cleared, he is subject to 
continuous reinvestigation just as anyone in the Department is. 

Senator McCarran. Is there anything further right now, Senator / 

Senator Satronstati, No; thank you, sir. 

Senator McCarran. All right. 

We will stand in recess until tomorrow morning at 10:30, 

(Whereupon, at 3:50 p. m., Tuesday, March 25, 1952, a recess was 
taken, the committee to reconvene at 10:30 a. m., Wednesday, March 
26, 1952.) 








